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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir Is ANNOUNCED that Master WitpEerrorce has been tem 
rarily ve to assist in the organization of the new Taxation 
Board of the Supreme Court. The board will consist of all 
- Chancery Taxing Masters and three of the King’s Bench 

asters. 





WE az glad to announce the appointment of Mr. Gzorcz 
Antony Kine, M.A., solicitor, of 66, Cannon-street, E.C., as 
a Master of the King’s Bench Division, in succession to Mr. 
Grorez Pottock. Mr. Kine (who is the son of Mr. Gzoncz 
Farqunarson Kuna, of the firm of Messrs. West, King, Adams, 
& Co., but has carried on business separately from that firm), 
was admitted in 1885. He has had a ees | general practice, 
and is a notary ; this being, we believe, the first instance of the 
appointment of a London notary as a Master of the King’s 
Bench Division. 


THe new Patent Office Library, of which we gave a full 
description some weeks ago (ante, p. 7), was opened for public 
use on Thursday in last week ; and some idea may be formed 
of the extent to which the new buildings, with their increased 
space and commodious arrangements, affect the general con- 
venience from the fact that the average attendance of visitors 
from the 9th to the 11th inst. was no less than 2,339. We 
understand that the new catalogue, or ‘‘ press book,” as it is 
called, is now completed. This contains references to some 
400,000 patented inventions. 








Ir wit be seen from the notice under the Colonial Stock 
Act, 1900, which we print elsewhere, that 4 per cent. Inscribed 
Ceylon Stock (1934) and 3 per cent. Inscri Ceylon Stock 
(1940) have been added to the investments authorized by 
section 2 (2) of the Trustee Act, 1898. Last year, it will be 
remembered, certain stocks of the Dominion of Canada and of 
New Zealand were added to the list (45 Soxrorrors’ Jovryat, 
149). 





In a letter on the circuit my contributed to the 7imes this 
week, ‘An Ex-President of the Incorporated Law Society” 
votes from Lord Russett of ‘Kritowsn’s recently-published 
life a diary of the last circuit travelled by that eminent ju 





It would not, of course, be fair to take it as typical of judicial 
t2 
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life on circuit, but it serves as an amusing contrast to the 
experiences which Mr. Justice GrantHam lately published 
to the world. The late Lord Chief Justice left London for 
Newtown on the 5th of July and returned on the 25th. The 
entries relating to the intervening three weeks are a record chiefly 
of white gloves, “free days,” and excursions. Even at towns 
where there was business, the allotted time was too much. It 
is pleasant to think that Lord Rvusszx1, after his arduous life, 
found his North Wales circuit so easy. Excursions to Dolgelly 
and Barmouth are distinctly preferable to working in town in 
July. But while the circuit was probably exceptional, the 
incident serves to illustrate the continual waste of time and 
judicial force which the system entails. 


In THE case of Dodson v. Downey (50 W. R. 57) FarweEt1, J., 
applied to the purchase of a partnership share the principle 
that the purchaser of property is bound to indemnify the 
vendor against the liabilities which are incident to the property. 
This has long been recognized law with respect to the pur- 
chase of an equity of redemption. Although the purchaser enters 
into no express obligation to save the vendor harmless from the 
mortgage, yet the court, said Lord Expon, L.C., in Waring v. Ward 
(7 Ves., p. 337), “if he receives possession, and has the profits, 
would, independent of contract, raise upon-his conscience an 
obligation to indemnify the vendor against the personal obliga- 
tion to pay the money due upon the vendor’s transaction of 
mortgage; for being become the owner of the estate, he 
must be presumed to intend to indemnify the vendor against 
the mortgage.” In regard to a partnership share Far- 
wELL, J., based the obligation of the purchaser to in- 
demnify the vendor against the partnership liabilities upon 
the ordinary duty of a cestui que trust to indemnify the trustee. 
Upon the making of the contract of purchase the beneficial 
interest in the partnership share vests in the purchaser, and the 
vendor becomes a trustee for him and is entitled te be indemni- 
fied. The principle was illustrated a year ago by the judgment 
of the Judicial Committee in Hardoon v. Belilios (49 W. R. 209), 
where the cestui que trust of shares was held to be bound 
to indemnify the trustee against calls. If the cestui que 
trust has himself created the trust, the trustee’s right 
of indemnity is not limited to the trust property. This 
condition is satisfied in the case of the purchaser of property, 
who by his own act draws to himself the beneficial interest and 
converts the vendor into a trustee ; and he cannot avoid coming 
under the liability to indemnify his trustee. Farwett, J., 
accordingly held in Dodson v. Downey that the purchaser of the 
= share was bound to indemnify the vendor, and 

er—in this following Bridgman vy. Daw (40 W. R. 255) as 
to the purchase of an equity of redemption—that the purchaser 
could insist upon the insertion of an express covenant of 
indemnity in the assignment. 





_ Last WEEK (ante, p. 175) we printed four rules of procedure 
signed, and declared urgent, by the Lord Chancellor under the 
Rules Publication Act, 1893, and the Youthful Offenders Act, 
1901 (1 Edw. 7, c. 20), one of the most difficult 4o construe, and 
one of the most important, Acts of last session, and perhaps fuller 
of incorporations of other Acts by reference than any Act we 
have seen of recent years—which is saying a great deal. The 
10th section of the Act enacts that ‘the power to make rules 
under section 29 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, shall 
extend to making rules for regulating the procedure under this 
Act, and for prescribing anything which may under this Act be 
prescribed ” ; and section 29 of the Act of 1879 confers the rule- 
making power on the “ Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain,” 
end adds that any rule made is to be laid before both Houses 
ot Parliament “as soon as may be after it is made, it Parliament 
be then sitting, or if not then sitting, within one month after 
the commencement of the then next sessson of Parliament.” 
This provision has the effect of bringing into operation the 1st 
section of the Rules Publication Act, 1893, which enacts that 
“at least forty days before making any statutory rules” to 
which that section applies, notice of the pepe to make the 
rules, and of the place where copies of the draft rules may be 





obtained, shall be published in the London Gazette; and that 
copiesof the draft rules are to be obtainable during the 
forty days by ‘‘any public body,” with the view that 
any ‘‘ public body interested” may make suggestions upon the 
draft rules to the authority making them with the statutory 
right of having such suggestions duly considered—a provision 
which was successfully taken advantage of in connection with 
draft rules framed under the Law of Distress Amendment Act 
1895, but not, so far as we are aware, in connection with rule 
under any other statute. The procedure under the Act of 1893 
ane somewhat dilatory, it is provided by section 2 of that Act 
that— 

Where a rule-making authority certifies, that on account of urgency or 

an ial reason, any rule should come into immediate operation, it shal] 
be lawful for such authority to make any such rules to come into operation 
forthwith as provisional rules, but such provisional rules shall only continue 
in force until rules have been made in accordance with the foregoing 
provision of this Act. 
The rules under the Youthful Offenders Act are, therefore, 
though fully and legally in force, as yet provisional only, and 
liable to be supplemented or replaced by another set of rules to 
be hereafter more regularly made, after, it may be, considera 
tion of suggestions by some ‘‘ public body interested ”—an 
expression which would, we presume, include any court of 
quarter sessions. The provisional rules, which deal with the 
mode of service of orders of maintenance on parents, with the 
time of making an “application against” an order under 
section 2, and the security which may be ordered to be given by 
parents, are not of very much importance in themselves, and it 
would have been a much neater piece of legislation to incorporate 
them in the Act itself, giving the now rule-making authority 
power to alter them if and as deemed desirable. This would 
have been much better thax calling into operation the elaborate 
machinery of the 29th section of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, and of the Rules Publication Act, 1893—the latter of 
which Acts could not with much practical benefit be brought to 
bear upon the criticism of such numerous and minute forms as 
the 4th of the new rules under the Youthful Offenders Act has 
called into existence. 





AN INTERESTING decision as to the admissibility of evidence is 
reported from the United States. The facts are not important, 
nor are they easy to understand without a somewhat accurate 
knowledge of the law as to elections in the States. The point, 
however, may be shortly stated thus—where the absence of a 
criminal intention in the doing of an act charged is set up asa 
defence, is a statement by the accused as to his intention, made 
before the commission of the act, relevant to prove the intention? 
On appeal, it was decided that evidence of the statement was 
admissible. There does not seem to be any reported English 
case directly in point. According to Stephens’ Digest of the 
Law of Evidence, ‘‘every admission is deemed to be & 
relevant fact as against the person by or on whose 
behalf it is made, but not in his favour unless it is, 
or is deemed to be, relevant for some other reason.” Now 
if a person says that he is going to commit a certain act, 
and goes on to state with what intention he is about to commit 
that act, proof of this statement would be clearly admissible if the 
intention admitted were a criminal intention. If that intention 
were not criminal, the admission would be in the defendant's 
favour and therefore not relevant according to the general rule, 
It may, however, be relevant ‘‘for some other” reason, and it 
is submitted that it is relevant because it is a statment as t0 
intention made before the act was committed. There is always 
a difficulty in deciding how far evidence otherwise irrelevant 
to the issue of guilty or not guilty, is admissible # 
shew intention. In the recent case it was argued that, a 
the evidence tendered consisted of evidence of a conversation 
between the accused and the witness, it was inadmissible as being 
merely hearsay. This, however, is not a question of hearsay # 
all, and cannot be answered by the rules established as to that 
class of evidence. It is clear that when the evidence is that of 
a conversation, the words used by both parties to the convers# 
tion must be proved to make the conversation intelligible. Itis 
only on this ground that the witness can be allowed to prov 
his own part in that conversation ; the words of the prisoné 
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alone are relevant. Now suppose A. to take B.’s horse 
out of his stable by night, without B.’s consent, and to 
conceal it in his own stable. This is primd facie larceny, 
and A. might have very great difficulty in resisting a con- 
yiction and in convincing a jury that he was only carryin 
out a practical joke upon B. If, however, A. had told O. that he 
was going to take the horse in order to frighten B. into thinking 
he had been robbed, and that he would put it back the next 
night, it would be extremely unjust if C. were forbidden by the 
artificial rules of evidence from giving evidence of such an 
obviously important fact. If his intention were really innocent, 
(.’s evidence would be probably the only possible proof of that 
intention. If there is no English case in point, it is somewhat 
remarkable that the question has not been raised. It is 
submitted, however, that the American decision is right. 





Aurnoucn the Larceny Act, 1901, bas done something towards 
reducing their number, there are still many acts of gross dis- 
honesty for which no punishment can be inflicted at law. 
Wuxs, J., some time ago stated that a friend of his, eminent in 
the criminal law, had made out a list of the iniquitous things 
which could be done in England with impunity as far as the law 
was concerned. He had intended to publish this list in order to 
draw attention to the defects of our law, but considering the 
danger of drawing the attention of certain individuals to such 
matters, he had given up that intention. Extradition cases 
ver) often point out these defects in a manner not pleasant to 
those who are proud of English law. This week the case of 
Ree y. Dix supplied an example. The proceedings were for 
a habeas corpus to obtain ths release of the defendant, who had 
been committed for extradition to the United States. He was 
the manager and president of a bank in the State of Washington, 
and the first charge on which he was committed was larceny. 
It was alleged that the bank was insolvent, and known to 
be so by the defendant, but nevertheless he received a sum of 
money on deposit, and such receiving amounts to larceny by the 
law of Washington. Is it, however, an offence by the law 
of England? If not, extradition cannot be ordered in 
respect of it. The Attorney-General admitted that it was no 
offence in this country, and his admission was accepted by the 
Divisional Court without further discussion. The defendant was 
committed also upon another charge, which the court held to be 
sufficient to justify extradition, but ordered the committal to 
be limited to this second charge. It has, therefore, been 
acknowledged in the face of the world that if a banker, knowing 
his bank to be insolvent, accepts a deposit from a person who 
believes the bank to be sound, the banker is guilty of no crime 
in the eyes of the English law. And yetin such a case he 
morally steals the money, by receiving it knowing that the 
depositor cannot ever recover it. With all due deference to the 
learned Attorney-General, it seems to be — arguable that 
in such a case the banker may bring himself within the 
criminal law. Section 13 of the Debtors Act, 1869, makes any per- 
ton guilty of a misdemeanor “if in incurring any debt or liability 
he has obtained credit under false pretences or by means of any 
other fraud.” Now, does not a banker, who holds himself out 
as such and as ready and willing to receive the money of other 
persons in the ordinary course of such business, represent to 
the public that he is solvent and able to meet the ordinary 
demands of his customers? No one would deposit money in a 
bank except in the belief that the bank was solvent, and it is 
fairly arguable that the mere fact of keeping a bank open to 
receive deposits is a representation of pe ner Bg Accepting a 
deposit is obtaining credit, and if the representation is false it 
is submitted there may be a misdemeanour under the statute. 
It the manager who accepts a deposit under such circumstances 
188 mere servant of a corporation, credit is not given to him 

nally, and the criminal liability is much more doubtful. 

» however, he is himself the proprietor of the bank or a 
Partner in the bank, so that he becomes personally liable for 
2 = deposited, then, it is submitted, he is liable under the 


Ix tax case of Esher Urban District Council v. Marks (reported 
slewhere) Mr, Justice Waxron on the 11th inst. delivered an 


interesting judgment as to the liability of the occupier of lands 
to repair a road ratione tenurac. It is generally accepted that 
this liability can only be established by evidence of immemorial 
usage, and that if it is shewn that the usage commenced since 
the reign of Ricuarp I., the attempt to establish the liability 
fails: see Rex v. Hayman (M. & M. 401), Rew v. Hatfield (4 B, 
& A. 75). But prescription implies some legal origin, such 
as, for instance, a grant from the Crown; it would 
seem to follow that where such a legal origin arising 
within the period of legal memory can be shewn, 
the liability may be established without appealing to 
prescription. The Lsher case was a case of this description, and 
it also throws considerable light on the proceedings by which 
an old highway could be legally stopped up before the passing 
of the Highway Act, 1835, which now applies to such proceed- 
ings. Theinitial step was to sue out a writ ad quod damnum; 
this was done in 1773 by the then owner of the estate of which the 
lands now in the occupation of the defendant to the present 
ages form part. The object of the writ was to ascertain 

y the verdict of a jury whether the way which it was desired 
to stop up could be so dealt with without injury to the king or 
any other. By virtue of the writ, an inquisition was held, and 
the jurors returned a verdict to the effect that no one 
would be prejudiced-if the road were stopped up, provided the 
owner made another road in his own lands, such new road to 
be for ever — by him, his heirs and assigns. The 
inquisition and the return to it were then enrolled at quarter 
sessions. Documentary evidence of these proceedings was 
- enarmy but the licence from the Crown, which would 
thereupon have been granted as a matter of course, could not be 
traced. It was, however, clear that the old road was stopped 
and the new road set out as directed by the verdict, and that it 
had since been repaired by the owners of the adjoining land and 
not by the highway authority; and the learned judge had no 
difficulty in finding that the licence was actually granted. In 
so finding he is supported by the recent decision in which 
the court presumed after long user of a highway that the 
specific requirements of the Highway Act, 1835, had been 
complied with so as to make it repairable by the public: Leigh 
District Council v. King (1901, 1 6. B. 747). A farther point 
of some importance was decided in the Zsher case—viz., that, 
where the origina! estate to which the liability attached had 
been divided amongst several, the occupier of each portion of it 
became subject to the entire liability, with a right of contribu- 
tion from the other occupiers. The result was that the district 
council, who, on the failure of the defendant to repair the road 
newly set out in 1774, had done the repairs themselves, were 
entitled to recover the expenses from the defendant as the 
“person liable to repair” within the meaning of the Local 
Government Act, 1894, s. 25 (2); this section gives this 
right to the highway authority in the case of a highway repair- 
able ratione tenurae. 





Questions relating to the remuneration of auctioneers where 
no special agreement is proved will always attract the attention 
of the profession, and we have read with some interest the case 
of Stock v. Zremain, which was heard in the Edmonton County 
Court on the 6th of January. The action was brought by the 
plaintiff, an auctioneer, to recover £57 19s. 3d. for money paid 
at the request of the defendants in respect of advertisements in 
newspapers, preparing particulars and conditions of sale, and out- 
of-pocket oe in reference to offering for sa'e by auction 

roperty at Finchley, Tottenham, and Edmonton. It was not 
visputed that the defendants had employed the plaintiff to offer 
the property, which comprised thirty-five houses, at a sale which 
had been arranged by the plaintiff for the 9th of January, 
1901. The plaintiff inspected the property for the a 
of advising the defendants as to the reserve prices, which 
he accordingly furnished to them. He also pre the 
particulars of sale, sending a proof to the solicitor for 
the defendants, who returned it with the conditions, and he 
advertised the sale in a number of London eer =r On the 
day before the sale, the plaintiff received a from the 
defendants stating the figures at which they fixed the reserve 


prices, which were higher than those previously advised by the 





plaintiff. Owing, as the plaintiff contended, to these figures 
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being unreasonably high, the sale was abortive. The plaintiff 
had the houses on his books for some months afterwards, 
endeavouring to dispose of them privately ; but no sale having 
resulted, he brought the action. The defendants sought to prove 
a special agreement under which, in the events which occurred, 
the plaintiff was not entitled to recover. The judge, however, 
found that the agreement was not proved, and upon this finding 
we have much difficulty in seeing that there could be any further 
defence to the action. 





THE ricHT of agents to be reimbursed all their advances, 
expenses, and disbursements, made in the course of their agency 
on account of and for the benefit of their gens cannot 
be disputed, and in the particular case of auctioneers the 
general usage is that if property offered for sale is not sold, the 
expenses of advertisements, printing, surveys, and disbursements 
arecharged. This usage is approved by thestatute scale of charges 
on sale by commission in bankruptcy cases, which provides that 
if. property is not sold, the expenses are to be charged and a fee 
at the discretion of the taxing officer. The judge, however, con- 
sidered that it was owing to the act of the defendants in fixing 
the reserved prices which the bidding at the auction did not 
reach, that no sale occurred, and that this circumstance affected 
the right of the plaintiff to be reimbursed the expenses which 
he had incurred. But even assuming that the reserved prices 
had been fixed by the plaintiff, we cannot think that this 
circumstance would by itself have affected his right to recover. 
The judge, in his judgment, added: ‘‘ It was contended before 
me that a principal can at any time revoke the auctioneer’s 
authority to sell, and the auctioneer can in such case have no 
claims either for commission or expenses incurred in preparing 
for the auction sale. I can find no authority to support such 
contention in the case of an auctioneer. ... Simpson v. Lamb 
(17 C. B. 603) was relied upon by the counsel for the defendants. 
That case, however, had no reference to the case of an auctioneer, 
and it did not, I think, expressly decide that, in case of a revocation 
of an agent’s authority, the agent was not entitled to be 
indemnified in respect of expenses incurred in the course of 
such agency unless the terms of the original employment 
provided that the auctioneer should have no claim for expenses 
notwithstanding the revocation. The plaintiff in that action 
only claimed the commission, and made no claim in respect of 
actual expenses. The court in that case came to the conclusion 
that by the terms of the contract the plaintiff was not entitled 
to recover anything. In my judgment, if a person employs an 
auctioneer to sell his property by auction, and in consideration 
of such employment, the auctioneer incurs expenses in 
advertising for the sale and otherwise in respect thereof, there is 
a contract by the employer with the auctioneer that the property 
shall be sold by him at an auction sale, and if the principal 
prohibits, or by his act prevents, the sale, the auctioneer is entitled 
to be indemnified in respect of the expenses incurred by him. 
For these reasons I direct that judgment be entered for the 
plaintiff for such sum as the registrar shall find to be fair and 
reasonable.” We do not question the result of the case, 
but, as we have already said, we cannot thiak that it was 
necessary to find that the defendants had by their act prevented 
the sale. Cases relating to the claims of house agents for 
commission, where the disbursements are for the most part 
trifling, cannot usefully be consulted in an action like the 
present one. 





A car te rescind a contract to take shares on the ground of 
misrepresentation was made under somewhat novel circum- 
stances in Byrne v. Millom, &c., Iron Co. (ante, p. 85). A 
prospectus, issued after the company had been in existence 
for some years, after stating the annual profits, and 
thewing how much would be absorbed in paying 
interest and dividend on the debentures and preference 
shares, said that the remaining amount—some £43,000 
—was “equal to over 28 per cent. on the ordiaary share 
capital of £150,000.” The prospectus did not, however, specific- 

ly set out a clause in the clos of association by which the 
company was probibited from distributing more than 10 per cent. 
on ite ordinary shares until the whole of its debentures were 











repaid. This omission, it was said, amounted toa misr 
sentation or concealment of material facts which entitled the 
plaintiff, who had taken shares on the faith of the prospectus 
to rescission. The classical dictum as to what a prospectus ought 
to contain is that of Kinpersixy. V.C., in New Brunswick, &¢, 
Railway Co. v. Muggeridge (1 Dr. & Sm. 381), quoted by Lo 
CxeEtmsrorD, L.O., in Venezuela Railway Co. v. Kisch (15 W. R, 
821, L. R. 2 H. L., p. 113). Those who invite subscriptions op 
the faith of a prospectus “are bound to state everything with 
strict and scrupulous accuracy, and not only to abstain from 
stating as fact that which is not so, but to omit no one 
fact within their knowledge the existence of which might 
in any way affect the nature, or extent, or quality of 
the privileges and advantages which the prospectus holds 
out as inducements to take shares.” But while the author 
of the prospectus must at his peril come up to this ideal, 
he is entitled, on the other hand, to require that the intending 
subscriber shall place a fair construction on its contents. It is 
possible that a person reading the above statement as to profits 
might jump to the conclusion that he was going to get a dividend 
of 28 per cent. or something like it on his money, but in fact no 
such statement was made, and to the accuracy of the statement 
that really was made no exception seems to have been taken, 
The balance of profits did amount to the specified percentage on 
the ordinary shares, but to what extent that percentage would 
be distributed in the way of dividend depended on the directors, 
acting under the guidance of the articles, and on the company in 
general meeting. The articles were offered for inspection, 
though not in London; but apart from this, the plaintiff, as 
Kexewicn, J., held, was not justified in assuming that the 
company would disburse the whole of its profits. The action, 
accordingly, was dismissed. 





PREPAYMENT OF SUMS COVENANTED IN A 
MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT TO BE PAID ATA 
SPECIFIED TIME. 


Ir often happens in marriage settlements that some person 
covenants for payment after his death of a sum of money to the 
trustees, to be held by them on the trusts of the settlement. In 
a well-drawn settlement power is given to the covenantor to pay 
the money in his lifetime if he thinks fit, but occasionally this 
power is omitted, and the question then arises, is the receipt of the 
trustees for the money, if paid before the death of the covenantor, 
a good discharge? The late Mr. Coartzs Davipson expresses 
an unqualified opinion that the receipt by the trustees for money 
paid by anticipation is not a complete discharge. He says 
(8 Dav. Prec. 866, note): ‘‘ Unless the trust provides for pay- 
mont by anticipation, such a payment would not discharge the 
covenantor in the case either of the fund representing the money 
paid undergoing a depreciation, so as at the regular timed 
payment to be of less value than the sum covenanted to be paid, 
or of any breach of trust on the part of the trustee previously 
to the regular time of payment, up to which time the power d 
giving receipts would not arise in the absence of expres 
provision for the purpose.” 

There is, however, a decision of Mautns, V.0. (Maskelyne'. 
Russell, Weekly Notes, 1869, 184), which requires consideration. 
In that case the father of the intended husband covenanted ia 
his marriage settlement for payment to the trustees of two sum 
of £5,000 each, one to be paid during his life or immediately 
after his death, the other to be paid within five years of bis 
death, with interest on each of the sums from his death ut 
payment. Both the sums were secured on real estate belonging 
to the covenantor, which he contracted to sell with the intentio 
of paying at once both the sums to the trustees. On the 
purchaser doubting whether he had power to pay off the second 
sum in his lifetime, the court held ‘that if the trustees 0 
be trusted with the money after the plaintiff’s death, the 
could just as well be trusted immediately, and declared 
the covenantor was at liberty to pay both or either of te 
sums to the trustees during his life, and that such pay@ 
would be a good discharge.” 

To a person reading this report carelessly, it would appeit 
that the Hecision was directly opposed to Mr. Davrpson’s opiaiot 
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But a more careful perusal will shew that this is not the case; 
the distinction being that in Maskelyne v, Russell the moneys 
govenanted to be paid were secured on real estate. The 
reasoning in the judgment, as reported, does not discuss the 
case where the money was charged on land, or deal with the 
difficulty raised by Mr. Davrpson. No sane person can doubt 
that, where in a marriage settlement property is covenanted to 
be paid or transferred at a future time to trustees, they can be 
trusted with the property at any time, but this is a very 
different question from that raised by Mr. Davipson—viz., if a 
certain sum is covenanted to be paid at a certain time, is the 
covenant satisfied by a prior payment, if at the time appointed 
for payment the fund representing the money paid has, either 
by depreciation or fraud, become of less value than the money 
which ought then to be paid? But evenif the reader considers 
the reasoning in the judgment, as reported, to be conclusive 
having regard to the facts of the case, it must be remembered 
that it is extremely dangerous to consider a Weekly Notes report, 
which is necessarily compiled in haste, as a binding authority. 
Most middle-aged practitioners can remember the trouble 
occasioned by a very able judge being led astray by Furneaux 
v. Rucker (Weekly Notee, 1879, p. 135), which was subsequently 
discovered to have been incorrectly reported. 

In Maskelyne v. Russell some ambiguity in the report arises 
from the statement that the sums covenanted to be paid were 
“secured ’’ on realestate. If this means that they were secured 
by a mortgage to the trustees, it is clear that, if the time for 
redemption had passed, the mortgagor bad a right to insist on 
the trustees receiving the money. On the other hand, if the 
sums were merely charged, then according to the judgment in 
Dickinson vy. Dickinson (3 Br. Oh. ©. 19), Mr. Davipson’s 
reasoning is correct. Possibly the view of Matins, V.C., in 
Maskelyne v. Russell may be supported by Mills v. Osborne (7 
Sim. 30), where it was held that a trust legacy might be paid 
before it was due, as the extended time was given for the benefit 
of the person who had to pay, not of the beneficiaries. 

The conclusion at which we arrive is that, until a decision on 
the point is reported, it is not safe to assume that Mr. Davipson’s 
views are incorrect, and that it is expedient, where in a settle- 
ment money is covenanted to be paid to the trustees on a future 


day, to authorize the payment to be made before that day. 
H. W. E. 








RIGHTS OF ACTION IN BANKRUPTCY. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal (Coxtzins and Srieuine, 
LJJ.) in Rose v, Buckett (50 W.R. 8) involves a question of 
considerable interest as to the extent to which rights of action 
which have accrued to a man before bankruptcy vest in his 
trustee. Upon the strict words of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, it 
is not easy to see how any right of action can be excluded. 
Under section 54 the property of the bankrupt vests, imme- 
diately upon his being adjudged bankrupt, in the trustee; b 

section 44 ‘‘the property of the bankrupt” includes “all suc 

property as may belong to or be vested in the bankrupt at the 
commencement of the bankruptcy”; and by section 168 
“property ’ includes ‘‘things in action.” It is clear that in 
general the phrase “things in action” includes . rights 
of action, and since there is no distinction drawn in the 
definition between different classes of rights of action, it 
would seem that all alike pass to the trustee in bankruptcy. 
This was not so, however, under the bankruptcy law previous to 
1869, and the case of Ex parte Vine (26 W. R. 582, 8 Ch. D. 
864), decided on the Bankruptcy Act of that year—in which, as 
in the present Act, the term “property” included things in 
action—shews that the principle which induced the courts 
formerly to exclude certain actions from passing to the trustee 
is still applicable. In that case the bankrupt had recovered 
£250 damages in an action of slander, and the trustee claimed 
this as part of his estate, but the Court of Appeal, affirming the 
decision of Bacon, O.J., held that the bankrupt was exclusively 
entitled. “If,” said James, L.J., ‘the bankrupt had accumu- 
lated the money and had invested it in some property, that 
pperty might be reached by the trustee. But the fact that he 
Could do that does not enable the trustee to intercept the 


him, if he has got them, from spending them in the maintenance 
of himself and his family.” 

The most obvious application of this exception from the strict 
construction of the bankruptcy law is to the case of a tort which 
results in damage merely personal to the bankrupt—slander, for 
instance, as in the case just referred to, or seduction: Howard v. 
Crowther (8 M. & W601). On the other hand, where the tort 
primarily causes damage to the bankrupt’s real or personal estate, 
theright of action passes tothe trustee. The intermediate class of 
cases, where the injury is in respect of real or personal estate, or 
arises out of a breach of contract, but causes personal annoyance 
or suffering to the bankrupt, has been productive of a good deal 
of litigation. The case was much discussed in Brewer v. Dew 
(11 M. & W. 625) in 1843, in Rogers v. Spence (13 M. & W. 571, 
12 Cl. & F. 700) in 1844 and 1846, and in Beckham v. Drake (2 
H. L. ©. 579) in 1849. Brewer v. Dew was an action of trespass 
brought for seizing the plaintiff’s goods under a false and un- 
founded claim of a debt, and Lord Aninezr, O.B., suggested 
that, so far as the jury would give vindictive damages, beyond 
the actual loss in respect of the goods, the right of action 
would remain in the plaintiff. Consequently, a plea which 
denied the right of the plaintiff to recover any damages went 
too far and was bad. It would seem to follow that, where the 
result of a tort is at the same time to inflict personal injury on 
the bankrupt and also to inflict substantial injury on his estate, 
the cause of action will be divided, and in part it will remain 
in the bankrupt and in part will pass to his trustee. This was 
left doubtful, thai in the judgment of Parxg, B., in Beckham 
v. Drake (2 H. L. ©., p. 629), where he was considering the 
case of a breach of contract which caused loss to the estate of 
the bankrupt, and also loss to the bankrupt personally, 
“Kither,” he said, “the right of action on the contract 
must be divided, and each sue, or the right of action 
altogether must remain in the bankrupt, or altogether be trans- 
ferred to the assignees, or both must join, the contract being 
entire, to sue for damages I should feel considerable 
difficulty in deciding the question.” ne 
This question as to the possibility of dividing the cause of 
action where it results at once in injury to the bankrupt and in 
independent injury to his ag, still remains undecided, as in 
the present case of Rose v. Buckett the Court of Appeal were 
guided by the special rule which places a trespass to land or 
goods in the actual posse:sion of the plaintiff on the same <r 
as a personal injury to himself. ‘These rights of actioa,” sai 
Lord Denman, 0.J., in Rogers v. Spence (13 M. & W., p. 581), 
“are given in respect of the immediate and present violation 
of the possession of the bankrupt, independently of his rights of 
roperty—they are an extension of that protection which the 
aw throws around the person, and substantial damages may be 
recovered in respect of such rights, though no loss or diminution 
in value of property may have occurred ; and even where such 
an incident has accompanied or followed a wrong of this 
description, the primary personal injury to the bankrupt, being the 

rincipal and essential cause of action, still remains in him and 
ee not vest in the assignee, either as his property or his debts.” 
And in Beckham v. Drake (loc. cit., p. 613), CRESSWELL, J., in 
similar words, summed up the earlier cases as deciding that 
“ rights of action for trespass to lands or goods in the actual 

ssion of a trader do not pass to his assignees if he 
omes bankrupt, because those rights of action are given in 
respect of the immediate and present violation of the possession 
of the bankrupt, independently of his rights of property, and 
are an extension .of the protection given to his person, and the 
primary personal injury to the bankrupt is the principal and 
essential cause of action.” Alig. , 
Rose v. Buckett (supra) afforded an exemplification of this 
principle. The action was hoger for trespass and 
conversion of the plaintiff's goods, w ch had been given as 
security for a bill of sale, and damages were claimed 
for the personal annoyance thereby caused to the plaintiff. 
After the action was entered for trial, the plaintiff became 
bankrupt. He proceeded with the action until an order 


staying it was made on the application of the defendant 
on ee oienad that the cause of action was vested ia the trustee 
in bankruptcy. In the Court of Appeal it was argued in support 





ges befoie they reach the bankrupt’s hands, or to prevent 


of this order that the cause of action was injury to the property, 
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as well as injury to the person, of the bankrupt, and that, since 
it could not be divided, the entire cause of action vested in the 
trustee. In fact, however, the injury to the goods was merely 
nominal, and the point as to the divisibility of the right of 
action was, as has been already stated, not decided. The sub- 
stantial damages really claimed were separate from the damage to 
the goods, and the right to recover them remained in the bankrupt, 
both upon the test of “ vindictive damages” suggested by Lord 
Asrncer in Brewer v. Dew (supra), and also upon the test laid 
down in the passages quoted-above from Rogers v. Spence and 
Beckham v. Drake—namely, that the personal injury to the 
bankrupt is the principal and essential cause of action. It was 
held, accordingly, that the plaintiff was entitled to have the stay 
removed, and to proceed with the action. The point as to the 
ee in a suitable case of the cause of action being 

ivided will probably furnish an interesting discussion in some 
future litigation. 








REVIEWS. 
AMERICAN LAW. 


Two CENTURIES’ GROWTH oF AMERICAN Law, 1701-1901. 
MEMBERS OF THE FACULTY OF THE YALE LAw SCHOOL. 
York : Charles Scribner’s Sons; London: Edward Arnold. 


Why two centuries? is the first question which the reader will ask 
when he observes the title of this book. Three centuries would cover 
the whole growth, or a century anda quarter would deal with the 

wth under Independence. Why, then, two centuries? The answer 
is, that Yale College, now Yale University, was founded in 1701; 
and this is one of a series of Yale bicentennial publications dealing 
with the development of American learning in the succeeding period, 
edited and written by professors of that university. Interesting as 
this may be locally, there is obviously a danger that for the general 
reader the point of view may be incomplete. But the Members of the 
Law Faculty, at any rate, have been — to avoid it. It is 
impossible to sketch the growth of law since 1701 without a 
statement of the position in that year, and this involves, in effect, 
an account of the growth of the preceding century. In fact, the 
work is an extremely interesting study of the development of English 
law after transplantation to America, and the reflex action of this 
variation upon the parent stock at home. It is a great subject and 
for purposes of treatment is divided into eighteen heads—Constitu- 
tional Law, Real Property, Contract, Torts, Equity, Mortgages of 
Real Property, Wills, Municipal Corporations, Private Corporations, 
Pleadings in Civil Actions, Evidence, Criminal Law and Procedure, 
Patents, Copyrights, Trade-Marks, Admiralty, and International Law. 
Each of these subjects is dealt with by some one member of the 
faculty, and there is a general introduction by Dr. Simeon Baldwin. 

The whole work appears to be excellently done, and is well worth a 
careful study by all interested in the history of Englisch law. In a 
volume of 500 pages the subjects are necessarily treated in a terse 
fashion, but this is an advantage. The style varies with the writer, 
and this also is refreshing. For gems in the way of a condensed 
history of the development of principles, we could hardly wish any- 
thing better than the chapters on Constitutional Law and Mortgages 
of Real Property. For an elaborate marehalling in detail of a 
haphazard wealth of variants, we would recommend the chapter on 
Municipal Corporations, which also illustrates, and supports from 
early colonial instances, the theory that in early times the practical 
incorporation of a borough often proceeded from within, without 
either charter or statute, and may account for boroughs by 
prescription without the fiction of a lost charter’ ‘The chapters on 

iralty and International Law are of great and lasting interest as 
specially illustrating the difficulties of a federal constitution, and the 
conflict between the different States inter se, and between the central 
wer and a State or States, and may be commended to the authorities 
in the Colonial Office and the Commonwealth of Australia, which, unlike 
the Dominion of Canada, is based upon principles similar to those of 
the United States of America. These chapters are perhaps those of 
the most general — interest ; but we do not suggest that the rest 
are in any way inferior. On the contrary, the whole work is excellent. 


By 
New 





COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


THz YxAaRtY County Covurr Practice, 1902. FounpDED on 
ArcHBOoLD’s County Court Practice, AND Pirt-Lewis’ 
County Court PrRacrice, By G. Pirr-Lewis, K.C., Sir C. 
ARNOLD WaiTrE, Chief Justice of Madras, and ARCHIBALD REapD, 
B.A., Barrister-at-Law. THz CHAPTER ON COSTS, AND THE 
PRECEDENTS OF Costs by Mr. MorTEn TURNER, Registrar of the 
F nce a Court. In Two Votumzs, Butterworth & Co.; 

w ons, 


This work presents in a compact and convenient form the extensive 








body of law which concerns the jurisdiction and the practice of thy 


county courts, and its utility is greatly increased by the system gf 
on publication. The first volume containsin Book I. the texto 


the County Courts Act, 1888, thoroughly annotated, with the rule, 
and also the Debtors Act, 1869, and the Bills of 

Act, 1855; in Book IL. the Employers’ Liability Act, 199, 
and the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1900, with 


notes, rules, and forms; in Book III, the Admi 
Jurisdiction Acts, 1868 and 1869, with information relati 
to the Admiralty jurisdiction of the county court; and in 


IV. the practice as to costs, with scales of costs and precedenty, 
The county court forms and certain subsidiary but important statutes, 
including the Money-lenders Act, 1900, are placed in the appendig, 
Volume i. deals with a long list of statutes, such as the Agricultural 
Holdings Acts, 1883 and 1900, and the Companies Acts (so far as 
relate to winding up), under which the county courts have 
jurisdiction. The notes, which are very exhaustive, shew that the 
editors—for the present edition Mr. Pitt-Lewis, K.C., and Mr, 
Archibald Read are immediately responsible—have carefully per. 
formed their task of bringing the work up to date. This is es 
necessary in connection with the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
the application of which has been so materially influenced by the 
recent Sedidions of the House of Lords, The notes on the County 
Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts give a very full summary of the 
cases bearing on admiralty jurisdiction, and the section on costs i 
most clearly and conveniently arranged. The work should be of great 
service to county court practitioners. There is also a thin paper 
edition, in which the two volumes are bound together, and which is 
handier for carrying about. It has also the advantage that the 
edging is marked so as to facilitate immediate reference to any 
particular part of the work. 





THe ANNUAL CounTy CouRT PRACTICE, 1902. FounDED on 
PoLLtocK AND NIcoL’s AND HEYWOOD’s PRACTICES OF THE 
County Courts, In Two VoutumEs. Edited by Wiitiam 
Crc1z Smyty, K.C., Judge of County Courts. Assisted by 
Witu1AM JAmMEs Brooks, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The body of this work presents in a systematic form the practice of 
the county courts, and the statutes and rules which govern the 
practice are printed without notes in the appendix, references being 
at the same time given to the corresponding pages of the text. This 
has enabled the editor to work with a free hand in compiling 
his commentary on the statutes, and in successive chapters 
he deals, in clear and neatly-arranged sections, with the 
various proceedings to be taken in the county court. The 
practitioner can thus make sure of having the whole of 
the law shortly before him before he turns to the actual provisions, 
either statutes or rules, on which it depends. The chapter on equity 
actions and matters, for instance, conveniently summarizes the equity 
jurisdiction of the county court. The first volume includes the 
jurisdiction under the Bills of Exchange Act, 1855, and als 
under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Acts, 1897 and 1900, Great care has been expended in 
securing that the readers shall have full information as to the opera- 
tion of the latter Acts. Thus, in addition to referriog under the 
proper headings to decisions on points of practice under the Acts, 
a note has been added of other decisions upon the construction 
of the Acts and rules, and the editors have also succeeded 
in interpolating a further note (pp. 564 to 564D) giving some 
fifteen cases decided since the work went to press. The second 
volume, which contains the practice under special Acts, is compiled 
upon the same lines as the frst—that is, the jurisdiction under the 
Acts is first explained, and the text of the Acts is then given in the 
appendices. The Acts are grouped according as the county court has 
jurisdiction (limited or unlimited) concurrent with the High Court, 
or exclusive jurisdiction, and separate chapters are assigned to 
statutes of special importance, such as the Tithe Act, 1891, and the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. The work is well executed, and 
forms a very convenient guide to county court practice. 





MERCHANT SHIPPING, 


A TREATISE OF THE LAW RELATIVE TO MERCHANT SHIPS AND 
SzaMEN. By CuArzes, Lord TENTERDEN, late Chief Justice of 
England. FouRTEENTH EpITIon. By the late James PERRONET 
ASPINALL, Q.0., BuTLER ASPINALL, K.C., and Husert SrvaRt? 
Moorg, Barrister-at-Law, Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The preface to the first edition of Abbott's Merchant Shipping, 
which is reprinted in the present edition, is dated just a hundred years 
ago. In the interval the law has been profoundly changed both by 
statute and by judicial decision, and the text of the book hes 
necessarily undergone corresponding alterations. Nevertheless & 
considerable part of Lord Tenterden’s work is still re 
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such passages are distinguished by being printed in 
on Gee nad enclosed in brackets. The utility of this edition, 
however, must be tested more by what is new than what 
jsold. Since the last edition the various Merchant Shipping Acts 
have been consolidated in the Act of 1894, and this, with the subse- 
+ amending Acts, now contains most of the statute law on the 
subject. Other relevant Acts include the various Acts regulating the 
simiralty jurisdiction of the High Court and the county courts. All 
these statutes are printed in the Appendix, with frequent references 
tothe pages of the text where particular provisions are discussed. 
The text itself is, of course, full of judicial decisions which have been 
given since the first publication of the work. The section, for 
instance, dealing with mortgages (p. 41), though it still retains the 
guthor’s statement that the mortgagee is not to be deemed the owner 
—now contained in section 34 of the Act of 1894—is otherwise 
entirely recast, the law of mortgages of ships being now largely 
dependent upon the statutory provisions for registration. In addition, 
the rights of mortgagees have been ascertained by a series of impor- 
tant decisions, such as Keith v. Burrows (2 C. P. D. 163), which are 
fully referred to in the notes. To the reference to Collins v. Lamport 
(18 W. R. 283) it will now be necessary to add The Heather Bell (49 
W. R. 577), in which the Court of Appeal recently upheld the 
doctrine that a mortgagor can make a valid charter of the ship 
provided the mortgagee’s security is not impaired. To this case the 
editors do not seem to have been able to refer. An analogous part 
of the book is that which deals with maritime lien, and here again the 
law depends on decitions of comparatively recent date, to which the 
text furnishes a full and reliable guide, The interesting decision of 
Barnes, J., in The Veritas (50 W. R. 30), on the priority of liens, is 
noticed in the addenda. The volume has been edited with great care, 
and it will worthily uphold the reputation of this standard work on 
merchant shipping. 





THE LAW OF PROPERTY. 


A GenERAL VIEW OF THE LAW or Property. By J. ANDREW 
SrraHAN, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by J. Srvcuarr 
BaxTeR, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. THIRD EDITION. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The appearance of a third edition of this work shews that it is 
becoming well established as an introduction to the law of property. 
Ite distinctive feature is that it treats,of real and personal propert 
side by side, and makes the attempt to introduce the student to the 
law of property as a» whole. There are advantages in the method, 
andin Mr. Strahan’s hands there seems to be little of its 
leading to confusion. The present edition has been expanded some- 
what by the introduction of further historical matter—a departure 
from its original analytical lines dictated doubtless by the require- 
ments of students—and recent cases have been noted up. Thus 
Rice v. Noakes (1900, 2 Ch. 445) has been added in the chapter on 
mortgages, and Re McCallum (1901, 1 Ch. 143) in the section on 
the Real Property Limitation Acts. Mr. Strahan writes with accuracy 
and clearness, and his work deserves its popularity. 





LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


PRINCIPLES AND PRactTIcE oF THE Law oF LIBEL AND SLANDER, 
With SUGGESTIONS ON THE ConpvUcT oF A Cryin AcTION, Forms 
AND PRECEDENTS, AND ALL STATUTES BEARING ON THE SUBJECT. 
By Hucu Fraser, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Turrp EpITIon. 
Butterworth & Co. 

Mr. Fraser has the art of packing a great deal of law into a small 
compass, and the law of libel and slander is at once fully and con- 
cisely stated in this handy volume, which has now reached a third 
edition. Libel and slander fornish a goodly proportion of the 
setions which come before the courts, and recent years have pro- 
duced several decisions of considerable importance—Ratcliffe v. Evans 
(1892, 2 Q. B. 524), for instance, on the evidence of general loss of 
wade which will be admitted to prove special damage in slander, 

Bonnard v, Perryman (1891, 2 Ch. 269) on the jurisdiction to 
itstrain a libel by interlocutory injunction. Mr. Fraser adopts the 
convenient plan of giving the law in a series of propositions, and 
companying them with explanatory notes, The extensive case law 

m the subject has been neatly incorporated, and for practical pur- 

poses the utility of the book has been greatly increased by the 

‘pendices, one on the conduct of a civil action—beginving with the 

wound advice, ‘‘It is always wise not to issue a writ for libel or 

erin a hurry’’—another containing forms of pleading, and a 
bad including the statute law. Altogether the book is very well 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


HOW NOT TO INCREASE THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE LAW 
SOCIETY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I believe the members of the Council of the Law Society are 
avxious to increase the membership of the society. Having Pa been 
admitted and desiring to become a member of the society, as I thought 
it my duty to be, I wrote to the secretary for particulars as to member- 
ship. In reply, I received simply a nomination paper without any 
note or other form of information whatever. I am not too fastidious, 
but this seems to me to be neither tactful or polite. Thera is a large, 
well-paid, staff of clerks, and if men are to be brought into the 
society there should surely be some alteration in their methods if my 

ience is common. LL.B. (Lond.), 
an. 13, 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
SUPREME COURT FUNDS RULE 17a. 


I, the Right Honourable Hardi Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, 
Lord High Ghenelioe of Great Britain, with the concurrence of the 
Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury, do hereby, in 
pursuance of the powers contained in the Court of Chancery Funds 
Act, 1872, the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875, the Supreme 
Court of Judicature (Fands, &c.) Act, 1883, the Supreme Court of 
Jadicature (Procedure) Act, 1894, and every other power enabling me 
in that behalf, make the following Rule :— 

After Rule 17 of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1894, the follow- 
ing Rule shall be added :— 

17a. Unless the court shall otherwise direct, or a certificate is 
produced from the Commissioners of Inland Revenue that no claim 
on the fund in court is made by them in respect of such income tax, 
the paymaster shall transfer the amount of the income tax which has 
been so deducted, to the proper account of the said commissioners at 


y | the bank, under the provisions of Rule 52. 


This rule shall come into operation on the eleventh day of January 
1902, and may be cited as the Supreme Court Funds Rule 1902, 
1 


Ta. 
The 27th of December, 1901. 
(Signed) Harssury, CO. 
COLONIAL STOCK ACT, 1900, 
(63 & 64 Vict. c. 62.) 
FurTHER List oF STOCKS UNDER SECTION 2. 

Pursuant to section 2 of the “‘ Colonial Stock Act, 1900,” the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice that the 
provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the 
undermentioned Stocks, registered or inscribed in the United 
Kingdom :— 

Ceylon. 


4 per cent. Inscribed Stock ook 

3 per cent. Inscribed Stock (1940). 

The restrictions mentioned in section 2, sub-section (2) of ‘‘ The 
Trustee Act, 1893,” apply to the above Stocks (see ‘‘ Colonial Stock 
Act, 1900,” section 2). 

Treasury Chambers, January, 1902. 








At a meeting of judges of the King’s Bench Division on Saturday last 
their lordships chose the following circuits for the summer assizes —viz., 
Northern circuit, the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Wills; north- 
eastern circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham, and Mr. Justice Bruce; Midland 
circuit, Mr. Justice Lawrance and Mr. Justice Channell ; Oxford circuit, 
Mr. Justice Wright and Mr. Justice Walton ; western circuit, Mr. Justice 
Bigham and Mr. Justice Bucknill; south-eastern circuit, Mr. Justice 
Kennedy and Mr. Justice Phillimore; North Wales circuit, Mr. Justice 
Jelf; South Wal circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley. Mr. Justice Darling will 
remain in town. 

Mr. Justice Jelf was entertained at a congratulatory dinner at the 
Café ar on Wednesday evening by the members of the Oxford 
Circuit, in celebration of his recent elevation to the bench. Mr. H. D. 
Greene, K.0., M.P., , and a number of both and 
present members of the circuit as in honour of the j 
among them being Mr. Justice Dar and the Common Serjeant b 
Bosanquet, K.0.). Letters of regret at unavoidably absent from the 
dinner were r ee eS Llandaff, Lord James 
of H Lord Rowton, Sir K.C., M.P., Sir Richard 
Harington, Judge Ellicott, Judge Ingham, and Mr. Hayes Fisher, M.P. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


POISSON +». ROBERTSON. No, 2. 14th Jan. 


Sxcretr Remepy—Recipe—Jomnt Owners—Ricut or One Joint Ownen 
to Inspgcrion or Secret Recipe. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J., refusing to make an 
order for inspection. The motion was by the plaintiff in the action that 
he might be at liberty to inspect and take copies of the original recipe for 
the manufacture of the secret specific or remedy known as “ Tacquaru’’ 
then in the possession of the defendant Turvey. Upon the hearing of the 
action in July last Kekewich, J., held that an agreement dated in March, 
1896, and made between one Edwards, the former owner of ‘* Tacquaru,”’ 
and the defendant Robertson, amounted to an agreement of partnership 
between them. Robertson was to act as managing partner and was 
entitled to one-half of the profits. By a number of subsequent assign- 
ments the property became vested as to two-eighths in the plaintiff Woods 
(who by the terms of his assignment was admitted to have no right to 
inspect the recipe), as to three-eighths in the plaintiff Poisson, and as to 
three-eighths in the defendant Turvey. But his lordship held that 
no partnership existed between the plaintiff Poisson and the defendant 
Turvey and that consequently Poisson was not entitled to an account in 
respect of the business carried on by Turvey in the manufacture and sale 
of the remedy. Both Poisson and Turvey were entitled to make and eell 
the remedy for his own profit, but his lordship gave no decision upoa the 
plaintiff's claim in the action that he was entitled to inspect and take a 
copy of the recipe. Liberty was given to apply. Both the plaintiff Poisson 
and the defendant Turvey derived their interests under the defendant 
Robertson. The assignment to Poisson was first in date, but he did not 
obta‘n a copy, or any knowledge of the secret recipe. Upon the assign- 
ment to Turvey, Robertson handed over to him the original piece of paper 
upon which the recip: was written; but it was in evidence taat, the paper 
having become much worn by use, Turyey had destroyed the original atter 
ke had taken acopy. The motion in the action was brought on under the 
liberty to apply. Joyce, J., refused to make an order on Turvey to shew 
the paper, but without prejudice to any subsequent application. The 





plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covet (VavcHan Witiams, Sririine, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismi-scd the appeal. They thought that, as matters stood, the 
action had come to an end. The questions in the action had been 
adjudicated upon and there was no consequential relief. The fact that 
liberty to apply had been reserved did not carry the matter any further. 
The addition of the words ‘‘ liberty to apply’’ did not entitle the plaintiff 
to make an application as to matters which did not arise in workmg out 
the jadgment. Rule 14 of order 31 did not apply to the present cas, 
which was not a ‘‘ pending cause or matter’’ within the meaning of that 
tule. The objection of the defendant must therefore prevail and the 
appeal must be diemissed. Their lordships, however, were not prepared 
to say that the plaintiff was not entitled to relief in another action.— 
CounseL, Hughes, K.C., and Harman; Wright Taylor. Soxicrtors, J. A 
Maxwell ; Maurice Moseley. 

[Reported by 8, E. Witt14Ms, Barrister-at-Law, | 


WHITE v. HARROW. No. 2. 14h Jan. 


Lease— Licgut—Covenant Nor tro Onsect to Apsorntsc Buripincs — 
** ADJOINING.’’ 


This was an appeal from the decision of Joyce, J. (reported ante, p. 105). 
By a lease, dated the 20th of September, 1894, certain premises were let by 
the trustees of the Portland estates to the plaintiff White The lease 
contained a covenant ‘‘ that the leseee, his executors, administrators, and 
assigns, would not object to any works t» adjoining premices that might be 
sanctioned by or on behalf of the said trustees or trustee or other the 





pereon or persons for the time being entitled in reversion to the said 
estates, and would not claim any easement against the raid person or | 
persons entitled as aforesaid in, over, or upon any adjoining or neighbouring | 
premises belonging to the said person or persons by reason of any act or 
thing done or suffered by any tenant of such adjoining or neighbouring 
premizes, and that notwithstanding any actiial or constructive notice of 
such act or thing to the said person or persons.”” By a lease, dated the 3rd 
of August, 1899, the plaintiff sublet the said premises to the defendant 
Harrow, and included in the lease the covenant setout above. The Marylebone 
District Property Co. acquired from the trustees a lease of certain property 
abutting upon the premises let as above stated to the defendant Harrow, and 
proposed to erect thereon certain buildings which the defendant alleged 
would prove anobstruction tohislights. He thereupon commenced the action 
of Harrow v. Marylebme District Property Oo. to assert his rights. The 
plamtiff White was nota party to that action, but was a director of the 
Marylebone Uo., and commenced the action of White v. Harrow to obtain 
an injunction to restrain the defendant Harrow from objecting to the 
buildings then being erected by the Marylebone Co , and from claiming 
any casement of light over the proposed buildings. The plans of the 
proposed building had been sanctioned by the trustees. It was admitted 
for the purposes of the motion that the proposed building would interfere 
with the defendant’s lighte. Joyce, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled 
to have the proceedings in Marrow v. Marylebone District Property Co, 
ed. The defendant 
‘ne Cover (Vavonan 
alicwed the appeal. 
Vavouax Writtans,1.J , sald: This case turns upon the construction 


TA1AMSs, SrintisG, and Cozens-Hanpy, L.JJ.) 





A crrenants in a lease, it is aid that the construction is such as to pre- 


clude the lessee from objecting to the erection of certain buildings which 
would obstruct certain lights in the demised premises. It is said that th 
words ‘‘adjoiaing premises’’ extend not only to buildings which coms 
into physical contact with the demised building, but also to any building 
which are situated near enough to affect materially the demised premigg 
by obstructing easements. I cannot agree to this construction. I think 
that ‘* adjo ”” means adjoining in the sense in which it is used in th 
London Building Act, 1894. ‘* Adjoining’? cannot be used in the seny 
of “‘neighbouring,’”’ but is used ia the sense of “‘in physical contagt 
with.” It is said that this construction makes the covenant of no 
practical effect, but it would plainly have the effect of relieving the 
lessor from obtaining the consent of the lessee to works proposed to be 
done to adjoining premises according to the provisions of the Londo 
Building Act. It was said that the intention of the covenant was t 
prevent the lessee objecting to the obstruction of an easement by the 
erection of buildings by the lessor, but if this were the intention it would 
have been easy to say so in plain terms. In my judgment we ought not 
to construe a covenant as giving a lessor the power to derogate from hiy 
own grant if the words are fairly capable of another construction, 
Counset, Younger, K.C., and Edward Ford; Hughes, K.O., and Wau, 
Soxicrroxs, Cooper § Bake ; Samuel Lithgow. 
[Reported by 8, E, Witi1ams, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


DEAN AND CHAPTER OF CHESTER AND OTHERS v. SMELTING 
CORPORATION. Farwell, J. 14th Jan. 


Paactice—Morron —Evipence—R. 8, O. LILI. 4. 


A question arose, upon a motion to commit, as to the admissibility of 
certain evidence not comprised in the affidavits upon which the motion was 
originally founded before it was ordered to be heard with witnesses. The 
plaintiffs, who were the owners and tenants respectively of certain farm 
lands, had brought an action against the defendants, who were a company 
working a process for smelting lead, zinc, and silver, for an injunction 
restraining them from causing injury or nuisan.e by smoke and 
noxious fumes. On the 2nd of August, 1901, an injunction 
was granted. In September, 1901, after making certain alters 
tions, the liquidator of the defendant company 1ecommenced work, 
the results of which were alleged by the plaintiffs to be substantially as 
bad as ever. On the 5thof November, 1901, the plaintiffs accordingly 
served a notice of motion to commit tne defendants to prison for contempt 
by breach of the injunction, together with affidavits in support. On the 
22nd of November the matter came before the court, and was ordered to 
be heard with witness:s on a day fixed. Tae motion accordiogly nos 
came on, and the plaintiffs sought to give evidence of experiments, not 
included m the affidavits filed, and ot damage done to the stock ola 
neighbouring farm, of whica particulars had not beea given. For the 
defendants it was objected that on tne true construction of K. 8. C., ord, 
52, r. 4, such new evidence was now isadmissible: Zaylur v. Roe (08 L T. 
2138 


ee J.—I think the objection is not well founded. I think that 
the rule has no application to a case where a motion to attach for 
contempt has been launched and, either by consent of the parties or on 
application to the court, has been ordered to be heard witn witnesses. 
The affidavits are then no longer used, and there is no object in using them. 
The rule does not apply to a motion founded on evidence other than by 
affidavit, as I decided in a case last year where, on a motion to enforce aa 
award, there was a cross-motign to set it aside, on which only vivd vow 
evidence was tendered. I admitted that evidence, and I give the same 
decision here. The reason is that where there would probably be a mere 
waste of time, money, and labour resulting in a conflict of evidence, » 
that it becomes necessary to have oral evidence, there is no object ia 
having the affidavits. ‘he first part of ord. 52, r. 4, prescribes that the 
notice of motion shall state the grounds ‘in general terms” ; if the 
respondent wants to have particulars he can apply for them; here he did 
apply to some extent and obtained some particulars. But he did mot 
apply for further particulars, and I do not see that he is in any way burt 
by this evidence being admitted. I therefore udmit it.—Counsut, 0. BB 
Jenkins, K.O., and 0. Leigh Clare; Bramwell-Davies, K.O., and G. Lawreny 
Soxicitons, Tatham § Proctor, for Barker § Logerson, Cheater ; Drucws $ 


Attlee, 
{Reported by W. H. Duarxn, Barrister-at- Law, | 








High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


THE UBBAW DISTRICT COUNCIL OF ESHER AND THE DITIONS». 
MARKS. Walton, J. Slot Uct., let Nov., and lltn Jan. 


Higuway—Nzw Roap in Prace oy Orp—Liastutry tro Rerarm ‘ Rariomt 
Tenvrear’’—Locat Government Act, 1891, 8 25 (2). 


Action to recover £137 for necessary expenses incurred by the plaintif 
district council in and about the repair of a highway known as Ember-lan 
within their district, which highway trey alleged the defendant was liable 
repair ratione tenurac. The action was brought under section 25 (2) of the Local 
Government Act, 1494, which provides that where a highway repai 
vations tenurae is reported out of repair and the person liable fails whe 
requested by the district council to place it in proper repair, the 
council] may do the work and charge the person liable with the expen 
thus incurred. The history of the road in question was shortly tim 
In 1778 Mr. George Onslow, the owner of the Ember Court estate, wiuch 
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was a manor of the parish of Thames Ditton, obtained the licence of the 
king to close up an old highway for carts, snd foot 
which passed through his property, and ran from Thames Ditton 
Esher to East and West Molesey. Mr. Onslow made a new 
substition for the old one, and undertook that it should bs kept i 
and sufficient repair by himself, his heirs andassigns. It was not dispu' 
that Ember-lane, as gag | laid out, was the road which Mr. Onslo 
was required to provide in the place of the old hway which he had 
Gepeed up and inclosed, and there was no evidence that it had ever been 
by the inbabitants or any public body. In April, 1900, the 
surveyor of the district council found that the road was in a bad state of 
,and the defendant, who was the owner of a part of the original 
Ember Court estate, was called upon to repair it. The defendant denied 
liability, and the couscil executed the work and brought the present 
action to recover the amount they had expended. It was contended for 
the defendant that liability to repair a highway ratione tenurae could exist 
iption only, and that, as Ember-lane did not exist before 1773, 
the defendant could not be liable to repair it ratione tenurae. It was also 
d that the case was similar to Reg. v. Barker (25 Q. B. D. 213) and that 
the old road set out as a highway in 1774 had dica ; that its character 
had been so completely changed that it had, long before any question arose 
between the plaintiffs and the defendant, ceased to be the road which Mr. 
Onslow, his heirsand assigns, were required to repair, and had become some- 
thing entirely different At the conclusion of the arguments, during which 
leigh Urban Council vy. King (1901,1 Q B. 747), Gwyn v. Hardwicke (25 
L. J. M. O. 97), Reg. v. Burney (31 L. T. 828), Mayor of Lyme Regis v. Henley 
(L Bing. N. OC. 222), Stratford Bridge case (2 M. & 8. 520n), and Reg. v. 
Duchess of Buccleugh (1 8a\k. 358) were cited, judgment was reserved. 
Watton, J., held that the road in question was made in substitution for 
the old one, and was repairable by the defendant ratione tenurae. Judgment 
was accurdingly entered for the plaintiffs for the amount claimed, with 
costs. —CounsEL, Maemorran, K.C., and Manisty, K.O.; Rodscn, K.C., and 
G. F. Hart. Soutcrroxs, 0. M. Baker; M. Abrahams, Sins, $ Co. 


[Reported by Exsxrnz Resp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in 
the hall of the society on Friday, the 3lst of January, at two o’clock 

ly, to consider the subjects hereinafter mentioned. 

Mr. Charles Ford will move: “ That, in the opicion of this meetiog, 
the Council has misconceived the desire of the general body of members of 
the society as regards the club, which is that, in substitution therefor, 
facilities should be given to all members of the society to obtain light 
refreshments on the rociety’s premises at moderate charges, but without 
ae annual subscription.” 

. Charles Ford will ask: ‘‘ What number of town members, and what 
number of country members, have assented to the Oouncil’s scheme in the 
place of the former club arrangements ? ’” 

E. W. Wittiamson, Secretary. 











UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Janu 13 —Mr. E. F. Spence being in the chair.—Mr. Percy Aylen mov. d: 
“That except in so far as it is based upon the ‘ Dickie incident,’ the 
decision in Quinn v, Leathem (L. R. App. Cas., Nov., 1901, 495; L. T., vol. 
85, p. 289) is wrong.”” Mr. A. W. Marks o ; 
Messrs. H. Drysdale Woodcock, P. B. Morley, J. Wylie, and P. B. 
Walmsley. Mr, Aylen replied. The motion was lost by one vote, 








MR. JUSTICE WALTON ON LORD RUSSELL OF 
KILLOWEN.,. 


Mx. Justice Watton delivered an address before the Liverpool Board of 
Legal Studies on Thursday evening in last week, on the subject of ‘‘ The late 
Lord Russell of Killowen.’’ Principal Dale, M.A., vice-chairman of the 
board, presided, and there was a large at‘endance. Mr. Justice Walton 
said that when he was asked to address the law students of Liverpool, it 
occurred to him that he might say something of one whom he liked to 
think of, and was proud to remember as his old master—Lord Russell of 
Killowen. He became a pupil in Lord Russell’s chambers at No. 3, Brick- 
court, Temple, about the year 1867, and he hoped he might venture 
to say that he remained his disciple to the end, never working for 
him, or with him, or before him when he became Chief Justice, 
without feeling a fresh inspiration and a new lerson from his 
great example He did not think any student could be long 
in the chambers of Mr. Charles Russell wichout - a to 
appreciate that to work for Russell was in itself an education. “What 
were the lessons that they, the pupils at Brick-court, learned from their 
service under that master, who afterwards rose to the foremost place at the 
bar, and to the office of Lord Chief Justice? In the first place, Russell 
made bis pupils, and, indeed, everyone who worked for him, feel that their 
work was not a mere exercice, but was real responsiblo work ; that they 
were working, not merely for bim as prpi ls, but for the case and the client. It 
Was a remarkablo characteristic of Kussell throughout his life that he 
always weloomed, and was greedy of, assistance. He acknowledged it openly 
and generously, and he paid the best possible compliments to those who 
Worked for him by adoptung and using, eo far as he could, often without 





There also spoke: | 





alteration, the result of their labours. Thus his pupils learned to 
work with a certaia sensé of as to bis method of work. 
He used to tell them to first master the facts. He loved a note 
written, with a large plen' 
out the facts in chronol order. ‘Then there was the necessary 


But Russell was always glad to have the 
assistance of a pupil in-court, of a pupil who was already called 
to the bar. He to have a continuous note taken for him, so that he 


going on in the case. It was indeed a fine discipline to take a note for 
ussell. He expected at least an imitation of his wonderful power 
of attention and concentration. He (Mr. Justice Walton) could 
honestly say that he could not remember receiving on any of 

occasions on which he worked for Charles Russell any 
reproach expressed in language which could be called violent— 
but when, as he must admit sometimes ha ed, he was caught inatten- 
tive, the way in which Russell would say, “‘Oh! I thought you were 
taking a note?” or “*Oh! I ses you have eomething else to do!”’ was 
quite enough to make one feel very small and 


never any thought of personal display in bis work—no trace of vanity, 
never any assumption of superiority in the way of learning, or knowledge 
or cleverness of any kind. In cond i -examining a 

) 


ucting a case, in cross 
-witnese, his tactics were of the simplest kind. He (Mr. Justice Walton 


felt satisfied that he was right in saying that Ru never acted a part, 
he never descended to the tricks and of advocacy. He 
played the game with the cards on the table. So far, therefore, 
as bis methods of work were con admirable and excellent 
as they were, there was nothing in them which they, might not all 
of them, hope to imitate, and to imitate with success. And yet, as 
exercised by him, what a marvellous, what au unparalleled effect they pro- 
duced. What, then, was the final lesson? The methods of Lord Kussell 
in his work, simple and direct as they were, contributed to, and were, 
indeed, essential to the success which he had attained. These were within 
the reach of them all. His force and his power were peculiar to himself, 
but even the humblast student might by industry and practice acquire 
something of his habit of close and continuous attention and concentration. 
And so, continued the speaker, we may all learn something from the 
example of this great man, whore face and voice were once so familiar in 
this city, where his singular gifts found their first appreciation, and which 
was the scene of his earliest success. In conclusion, would they allow 
him to say a word, which he was glad to have this opportunity of saying 
in Liverpool. He was afraid that Lord Russ:ll was often misunderstood in 
Liverpool, and sometimes perhaps made enemies. It is trae that he had 
an imperious character and a quick temper. In the vehemence and strain 
of his nature, when immersed m the straggles of his work, he sometimes 
said things in a moment of impatience which no one regretted afterwards 
more than he did himself. But outbursts of this kind were very superficial. 
They were like the y thrown off by a great wave as it met with some 
obstacle in its oa movement. There never was a kinder man; there 
never was a truer or more generous friend. 

Professor Emmott proposed a vote of thanks to Mr. Justice Walton, and 
said they regarded him with honour and respect as being one who, amidst 
a success, had preserved the very best traditions of 
the ion. 

r. Bateson seconded, end it was passed unanimously. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Wiit1aM Bensamin Paterson, the senior partner in the well-known 
firm of Patersons, Snow, Bloxam, & Kinder, of 25, Lincoln’s-ina-fields, 
W.C., died at his residence, No. 1, Craven Hill-gardens, W., on Thursday, 
the 2nd instant, and was buried on Monday, the 6th instant, ia the 
churchyard of St. Nicholas, Chislehurst, Kent. Mr. Paterson, who was 
born on the 9th of May, 1818, was the eldest son of Mr. William Sanders 
Paterson, of Wimbledon, Surrey, and Louisa, daughter of Mr. John Bridge, 
of Winford Eagle, Dorsetshire. He served his articles with Mr. Thomas 
Mortimer Clecbaney, of 12, Montague-:treet, Russell-square, and was 
admitted a solicitor in Trinity term, 1841. Hisn therefore, had been on 
the roll for more than sixt In the year 1864, Mr. Paterson, —— 
appointment of Mr. John Wilham Hawkins as one of the chief of 
the then Master of the Rolls, Lord Romilly, joined the firm of Hawkins, 
Bloxam, & Hawkins, of 2, New Boswell-court, Linooln’s-inn, which then 
became Hawkins, Bloxam, Paterson, & Power, one of his partners being the 
late Mr. Edward Bloxam. In May, 1867, Mr. Edward Bloxam was 
appointed a chief clerk to Vice-Chancellor Wood, and Mr, John Hawkins 
(the father of Mr. Jobn William Hawkins) having died, Mr. Paterson 
became the head of the firm, a position which he ocoupied until the 
time of his i. Mr. a Was — £ —S 4 
Council of the Incorporated iw Society in the year 1870, 
retired in 1882. He was a member of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, and of the Law Arsociation for the b. nefit of the widows and 
families of solicitors in the m and vicinity. By his wife Mary, the 
daughter of the late Mr. Samuel Golding, of Walsham-le- Willows, S 
who predeceased him, he had five ren, of whom three survive, a son, 
Mr. William Vautier P , who has since June, 1890, been a member 
of hie father’s firm, and two daughters. Mr, Paterson was a man of 
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indefatigable industry, and until a few months before his death was 

in the active exercise of his profession. His sound and deliberate 
judgment, his high sense of honour, and his kindly and genial manners 
won for him the esteem and regard of a large circle of clients and friends. 


Mr. OC. O. Humpureys, solicitor, of Giltspur-chambers, Holborn-viaduct, 
died on Friday in last week. He was the son of the late Mr. William 
Oorne Humphreys, and after receiving his education at the London 
University, was articled to his father, and was admitted in 1849. He 
was the legal representative of many important trade societies, including 
the West End Drapers’ Society, and conducted several crimi rosecu- 
tions on behalf of the London and North-Western and the Great Northern 
Railway Companies, and the London and St. Katherine Docks Co. He 
was a Past Master of the Saddlers’ Company, to which guild he acted for 
many years as clerk and solicitor. He was also prosecuting solicitor 
to the Incorporated Law Society, and prosecuting solicitor to the Gas 
Light and Coke Oo., and was for thirty years solicitor to the Fishmongers’ 
Company of London, and was for some time chairman of the Law and 
Parliamentary Committee of the Corporation of London. He was a 
brother-in-law of Lord Halsbury, whose first wife was his sister. His 
youngest son, Mr. Travers Humphreys, is a member of the bar. He was 
buried at Teddington Cemetery, the burial being preceded by a memorial 
service at All Saints’ Church, Norfolk-square. Among the chief mourners 
were Colonel MacNiell (brother-in-law) and Mr. J. P. Grain; while 
among others present were Mr. E. W. Williamson, the secretary of the 
Incorporated Law Society ; Mr. J. Wrench Towse, the clerk to the Fis’- 
mongers’ Company; Mr, Sherwell, the clerk to the Saddlers’ Company ; 
and the members of the office staff. Owing to the sitting of the Court 
of Claims, the Lord Chancellor was unable to attend the funeral. A 
wreath was sent from the detective department of the City Police, and a 
number of detective officers attended as a deputation. 


The death is announced of Mr. Epwarp Srricx, LL.B., solicitor, of 
Swansea, the head of the firm of Strick, Bellingham, and Hanson, in his 
86th year. Mr. Strick, who was admitted in 1839, was for about 38 years 
coroner for the Borough of Swansea and the Seignories of Gower and 
Kilvey. Mr. Strick, although not of the length of standing of Mr. Oehme, 
of Upper Norwood, who was admitted in 1831, must have been one of the 
oldest practising country solicitors. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Joun Pace Mippieron, barrister-at-law, Puisne Judge of the 
Supreme Court of Cyprus, has been appointed a Puisne Justice of the 
Supreme Court of the Island of Ceylon. 

Mr. Basix Scort, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Advocate-General 
for the Presidency of Bombay, in succession to Mr. Basil Lang, retired. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
ADMISSIONS. 


Messrs. Linklaker, Addison, Brown, & Jones, solicitors, of 2, Bond- 
court, Walbrook, E.C., have admitted into partnership Mr. H. Lacey 
Appison, the son of Mr. Joseph Addison, and Mr. Hanotp Gezorcx 
Brown, B.A., LL.B., the son of Mr. Harold Brown. 


GENERAL, 

At the Clerkenwell Oounty Court on Saturday last, says the St. James’s 
Gazette, a solicitor asked if he was compelled to accept four Scotch notes in 
payment of a court debt. The judge said the notes would not be legal 
tender in this country, and that ifa bank charged commission on them the 
costs of the application would be allowed. 

The list of House of Lord appeals for the forthcoming sittings consists 
of twenty-six cases, of which twenty are English, one is Irish, and five are 
Scotch appeals. There are also three claims depending—viz., to the 
Earldom of Norfolk, to the Baronies of Darcy de Knayth, Meynill and 
Fauconberg, and to the office of Lord Great Chamberlain of England. 


A singular deed has, says the Canadian Law Review, been filed in North- 
umberland County, Pa. It is dated on the 9th of Cctober, 1793. Ina 
series of recitals it traces the ownership of the land conveyed from the 
Creator of the earth, who, “‘ by parol and livery of seizin did enfeoff the 
parents of mankind, to wit, Adam and Eve, of all that certain tract of 
land called and known in the planetary system as the earth.”’ 


The present business of the Liverpool Court of Passage was brought toa 
conclusion, says the St. James’s Gazette, on Thursday in last week, when 
Judge Baylis said that there was some misunderstanding as to his position. 
It was assumed that he was about to retire. At his age (eighty-five) he 
was not very much concerned for the reform of procedure, but.as long a 
he retained his position he should do his duty loyally to the Crown and to 
the Corporation of Liverpool, 

Chief Justice Falconbridge, in opening the recent criminal assizes at 
Toronto, was, says the Canadian Law Review, clad in the costume of chief 
justice as worn in Canadian courts of Oyer and Terminer previous to the 
year 1877, since which date the more sombre but less impressive black 
gown of King’s Oounsel has been worn in all Canadian courts. The 
costume worn by Ohief Justice Falconbridge consisted of a purple and 
drab mantle with a deep hood of similar colour draping over the left 
shoulder. The mantle was gathered at the waist with a broad band of 
black material. 

The resignation of Mr. Archibald Milman as Olerk of the House of 
Commons will, says the Westminster Gazette, remove a noteworthy re 
from the Lower House. Mr. Milman isa man who has enjoyed the Ligh 


Palgrave. Mr. Milman succeeded to the clerkship on the retirement of 
Sir Reginald, nearly two years ago. ‘‘ Endowed with acute mental 
capacity,” remarks the Daily Telegraph, ‘Mr. Miiman not only utilized 
his gifts of iusight and intelligence with unwearied industry, but devoted 
his powers of work to the interests of the House of Commons. Curiously 
enough, his tenure of office coincided with the first, the fiercest, and the 
most continuous outbreak of Parliamentary obstruction ever witnessed, 
‘and his colleagues testify that he met the situation with ability and ay 
energy greater than mos: people had credited him with possessing.” 


A report has been prepared by the committee appointed by the Faculty 
of Advocates in Scotland to consider the system under which appointment 
to the rank of K.C. are at present made. The committee state that the 
benefits flowing from the introduction of the rank of K O. might or might 
not have come up to the anticipation of its promoters, but the system has 
certainly shewn itself open to objections. What the faculty really had in 
view was merely a new method of determining precedence amongst its 
members. Under the older system a man was master of his own career, 
When he had reached a stage at which it was natural to think of giving 
junior practice, all he had to do was to let it be known that he had sto 
writing. Under the new system it is entirely different. The rank of 
K.O. gives such prestige to its possessor in the vulgar estimation that the 
man who does not possess it cannot compete in senior work with thoss 
who do. Twenty-one members of the faculty have applied for the rank, 
and the applications of fourteen of these have been granted. In the list 
of those judged uvworthy of the rank, and therefore practically debarred 
from senior practice, it is curious to find no fewer than six gentleman 
whom the Crown has appointed to be sheriffs in important counties, and 
whose position in the eyes of the practitioners.in their local courts must 
therefore be an anomalous one, A fundamental defect is to be found in 
the present system. The faculty desired an improved method of 
determining the procedence of its members. The committee, after 
pointing out several practical objections, recommended that the dean be 
instructed to wait upon the Lord Justice General and submit to him 
the views of the faculty. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rora ov Reaistzans 1 ATTENDANCE ON 








Date. Emergency Appeat Courr Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
are. Rora. No, 2. KEKEWICH. Byars, 
Monday, Jan 20 Mr. Godfrey Mr.R.Leach Mr, King Mr, Farmer 
esday 2k Cc Beal Church Godfrey 
Wednesda; +22 Pugh R. King Farmer 
Thursday . 23 R. Leach Beal Church Godfrey 
BE eassevsnsessccsccece 24 Beal R. Leach King Farmer 
Sa’ ID ccccssdesbonminns 25 Farmer Beal Church Godfrey 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“4 FarweELu, Buck.ey. JoycEz, Swinren Eapy, 
Monday, Jan. .......01++ 20 Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington Mr. W. Leach Mr. Church 
Tuesday ..ccecceseeerseee- 21 Pemberton Pagh Greswell King 
Wednesday . +22 Jackson Carrington W. Leach Greswell 
Thursday... an Pemberton Pugh Greswell W. Leach 
Friday ..... 4 Jackson Carrington W. Leach Pemberton 
Sat y. Pemberton Pugh Greswell Jackson 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1902. 
(Continued from p. 181.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS, 
(General List.) 
1900. 


In re Pitt-Rivers Scott v Pitt-Rivers appl of deft A E L F Pitt- 

Rivers from order of Mr Justice Keke wich, dated Jan 28,1901 March 20 

Bunge v Higinbotham & Co ld appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 

Kekewich, dated Feb 23, 1901 March 26 

In re Morse Morse v Morse appl of deft, other than E Alcock, from 

order of Mr. Justice Buckley, dated Feb 22, 1901, and cross notice of the 

pliff from same order (dated March 23, 1901) March 28 

Commrs of the Harbour of Poole v Pike appl of pltffs from order of Mr 

Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 8, 1901 March 28 

Pelly v East London Water Works Co appl of deft Henry Base from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated March 13, 1901 March 29 Samev 
Same appl of defts Tae East London Water Works from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated March 13, 1901 March 29 

Leeds Forge Oo ld v Deighton’s Patent Flue & Tube Cold appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated March 29,1901 April 

The Picture Post Card Cold v Ross appl of defc from order of Mr Justice 

Buckley, dated March 20, 1901 April 2 

J &J Cash ldvOash appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 

dated Feb 2,1901 April 2 


In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893 & In re The Brighton Hotels ld 
appl of Septimus Parsonage (the petnr) from order of Mr Justice Wright, 





dated March 20, 1901 (produce order) April 3 





—=>= 
esteem of mambers on both sides of the House. In 1858 he entered thy 
service of the House, and in 1870, during the Speakership of Mr. Denison, 
afterwards Viscount Ossington, he was made second clerk assistant. Mp 


Milman had as colleagues two of the greatest authorities on Parliam 
practice that ever sat at the table—Sir Erskine May and Sir Reginall 
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Davey v Lachenal spp of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
Jan 25,1901 April 4 

In re Thomas 8. Quinn and The Temperance Permanent Building Soc and 
the Matter of the Trustee Act, 1893 appl of pltff CO Woolisdroft from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated March 1, 1901 April 10 

In re Dunn Dunn v Skardon appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Jan 31, 1901 April 15 

Oliver v Bank of land (Starkey, Leveson, & Oooke, third parties) 
appl of W J Starkey from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 

25,1901 April 26 

In re Mexborough Savile v Mexborough appl of pltff from order of Mr. 
Justice Farwell, dated April 2,1901 April 26 

In re H Holland, junr Greggv Holland appl of defts The New Industrial 
Contract Syndicate, ld, from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
March 22,1901 April 26 

Kelly’s Directories 1d v Gavin & Lloyds opp of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated Jan 24,1901 April 29 

In re the Appln of The National Biscuit Co, US A, No. 221,736, for 
Registration of the Trade Mark Uneeda, and Patents, Designs, &c., 
Acts appl of The National Biscuit Co, U 8 A, from order of Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, dated Feb 4, 1901 April 29 

The Midland Ry Ov v Wright appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
yaaa Feb 14, 1901 (s o till legal representative appointed) 
Apri 

ae vGibbons appl of deft W W Gibbons from order of Mr Justice 
Justice Farwell, dated March 29,1901 May 1 

Baily v Clark, Son, & Morland 1d appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated Feb 4,1901 May 6 

Inre The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The National Oo for 
the Distribution of Electricity by Secondary Generators 1ld__appl of the 
petnr Adam Scott in person from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
April 17,1901 May 7 

In re the Patents, Designs & Trade Marks Acts, &c and In re Pearson’s 
Application, No. 216,074 for the registration of the word ‘‘ V. m’’ 
and In re the Trade Mark of the Ohesebrough, &c Oo, Consolidated, 
“ Vaseline,’’ Registered under No. 12,486, in Olauses 3, 4, 47 and 48 in 
the name of Robert Chesebrough appl of the Chesebrough Manu- 
facturing Co, Consolidated, from the order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
_ > 1901 (and motion for leave to hear further evidence—by order) 


y 

In re The Oompanies Acts, 1862 to 1893 and In re The London & Northern 
Bank ld (ex pte Gaunt’s Executors) appl of C H Slater from order of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated May 24,1901 May 8 

Whitebread & Co ld v Watt appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated March 22, 1901 May 9 

The Great Central Ry Oo v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 23, 1901 May 9 

Horne v Jewell appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
May 7, 1901 May 13 

In re the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re Khooshld appl of 
a eee from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated April 3, 1901 

y 
Hope v Hope appl of pltff in person from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
y, dated Feb 21, 1901 (security ordered) May 20 

In re Scholeficld Turner v Scholefield app! of D H Hammond & anr 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Feb 5, 1901 May 20 

Bateman v Faber appl of defc G D Faber from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated May 10, 1901 (produce order) May 22 

In re The Trustees, Executors & Securities Insce Corpn 1d v Arm 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 12, 1901 
(produce order) May 22 

National Opalite Glazed Brick & Tile Syndicate 1d v New Grand Hotel, 
Birmingham, Jd appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated April 23,1901 May 23 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and In re The Yorkshire Invest- 
ment and American Mortgage Cold appl of R Moore from order of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated April 26, 1901 y 24 

In re Schnadhorst Sandkuhl v Schnadhorst appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 4, 1901 May 30 

Bellerby v Rowland & Marwoods Cold appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated May 15, 1901 os 1 

The Transvaal Exploring Land & Minerals Co ld v The Transvaal Lands 
Oo ld appl of pitffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 
19,1901 June 3 

Moffatt & Paige ld v George Gill & Sons ld appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 1,1901 June 12 

In re Ward Pollock y Moore appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated March 21,1901 June 14 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and In re Crichton’s Oil Co ld 
(in voluntary liquidation) appl of David Orichton feom order of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated May 15, 1901 (produce order) June 15 

Tare South Eastern Ry, &c, Act, 1862 Bath v Bath appl of John Smith 
Bath from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 17,1901 June 19 

In re Mayhew & In re Ager Houchen v Dennis appl of C G Mayhew from 
ordet of Mr Justice Byrne, dated April 18,1901 June 19 

Inte Hawthorne Bligh vy Lynch appl of deft A J Maskell from order 
of Mr Justice Farwell, dated March 16,1901 June 20 

InreSwan Marshall y Hunter appl of deft J W H Swan from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 19, 1901 June 27 

In re Maddock Llewelyn v Washington appl of defts H Barker, spinster, 
and ors from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 5,1901 July 3 

Greet v Ord appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated June 
15, 1901 (security ordered) July 11 





Savill Bros ld v Bethell appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated April 24,1901 July 12 
In re Pigou, Wilks & Laurence ld Strachey & ors v Pigou, Wilks & 
Laurence ld appl of deft Co from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated June 6, 1901 July 13 
In re Irvine & Coles’ Contract & V & P Act, 1874 spp! of Duncan Irvine 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated July 8,1901 July 13 
nae Ps appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
April 18, 1901 July 18 
The Union Ligh: Co ld v London Graving Dock Oo ld “ppl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hi , dated April 26,1901 July 18 
In re Redman Warton v Redman appl of Elizabeth B Frost from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 19, 1901 July 23 
In re Puckett & Smith’s Contract & V & P Act, 1874 appl of R OC Puckett 
& anr from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 29,1901 July 24 
Ashworth v English Card Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, 
dated June 22,1901 July 26 
In re Moore Prior vy Moore appl of deft S T Moore (infant), by F 8 
Lowhis, guardian ad litem, from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 
14,1901 July 27 
In re Whitmore Walters v Harrison appl of deft A S Harrison from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 4, 1901 July 27 
Pilkington v Yeakley Vacuum Hammer Oo appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 25, 1901 (produce order) July 29 
Bradshaw v Widdrington and Widdrington v Bradshaw appl of J O 
ao and anr from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 6, 1901 
J 
Chiplin v Mussett appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
July 4,1901 July 30 
British Motor Traction Oo ld v Friswell appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Farwell, dated July 29, 1901 (produce order) Aug 2 
In re Smith Russell ySmith appl of defts Arthur Smith and anr from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 23, 1901 (produce order) Aug 2 
Dunlop Paeumatic Tyre Cold v Cresswell appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Aug 6, 1901 (produce order) Aug 7 
Richards de Winton Richards v Evans appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 4, 1901 Aug 8 
Le Mesurier v Le Mesurier appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated July 17,1901 Aug 8 
Cackett v Keswick appl of deft W Keswick from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated July 11, 1901 (produce order) Aug 9 Same v Same 
appl of deft 8 W Carlton from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated July 
iL 1901 (produce order) Aug 9 Same v Same appl of deft E O 
Wheater from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated July 11, 1901 (produce 
order) Aug 9 
The City Estates Oo ld v Jaffray In re the City Estates Oo ld & Jaffray’s 
Contract — of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 
17, 1901 (produce order) Aug 9 
The Wath-upon- Dearne Urban District Council v Dearne Valley Water- 
works Co appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated 
July 25,1901 Aug 10 
Ohaytor v Trotter appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
July 7,1901 Aug 12 
Atkins & Applegarth v The Castner Kellner Alkali Co ld appl of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated May 16, 1901 (produce order) 
Aug 13 
Robinow v The London & Northern Bank 1d appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Aug 7, 1901 (produce order) Aug 13 
Thomas v Thomas appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
July 1, 1901 (produce order) Aug 13 
Rowland v Chapman and other Actions consolidated appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 11,1901 Aug 14 
J Ambler & Sons 1d v Mayor, &c, of Bradford appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justi: e Joyce, dated Aug 3, 1901 (Interlocutory Appeal No. 3 to 
come on with this, by order) Aug 16 
In re Fish Prestige v Lea appl of deft Jessy Lea from order of Mr 
Justice bam dated June 6,1901 Aug 17 
Burrows v g appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
May 16,1901 Aug 17 
In re The Urmston yo Steamship Co & Co’s Acts appl of Houlder 
Bros & Co ld from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated July 31, 1901 
(produce order) Aug 17 
In re Willis’ Restaurant 1d Robinson v Willis’ Restaurant ld appl of 
deft H E Preen from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated July 9, 1901 
Aug 19 
Aflale v Lawrence & Bullen 1d appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated July 31,1901 Aug 20 
Lord Hastings v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated Aug 8, 1901 (produce order) Aug 26 
In re Bryce Brown, dec Brown v Gedney appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Aug 1, 1901 Aug 29 
In re Magdalen College, Oxford The London County Council and The 
President, &c, of St Mary Magdalen College, Oxford appl of The 
London County Council from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated 
Aug 8, 1901 Sept 2 
In re Perceval Walpole v Perceval appl of deft C M Perceval and anr 
from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated May 20,1901 Sept 19 
In re a dec Hooke v on and ors. appl of defts from order 
ustice Farwell, dated July 2, 1901 (produce order) Sept 24 
In re Wood Wood v Wood appl-of pltff from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated Aug 2, 1901 Oct 1 
Sproat v Marchese appl of pitif from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
July 30, 1901 Oct 2 
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Dodson v Downey appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
July 30,1901 Oct 9 

Ta re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The Leeds and Hanley 
Theatres of Varieties 1d app! of The Consolidated Exploration Finance 
Co ld from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated July 31, 1901 Oct 9 

Soden v Vavasour appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
June 28,1901 Oct 10 

In re The Earl of Harroby Earl of Harroby v Ryder appl of deft The 
Hon A ED Ryder from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated July 
11, 1901 Oct 12 

The Great Western Ry Co v Talbot appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated June 27,1901 Uct 15 

In re Margeston Margeston v Margeston appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated July 23,1901 Oct 17 

In re Sutton Lewis v Sutton appl of deft E A V Suiton from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 23,1901 Oct 21 

Fleming v Loe Mackusick vy Fleming appl of plitff R T Fleming from 
pore Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 6, 1901 (produce order) 

Chaiwell v Du‘ilh Smith appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, dated Aug 1, 1901 Oct 23 

Holmstead v Cooper appl of pltff from order of Mr Justive Cozens-Hardy, 
dated July 30,1901 Uc’ 31 

Byrne v Reid appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 13, 
1901 Nov 2 

Same vSame appl of deftS O Byrne from order of Mr Justico Joyce, 
dated July 13, 1901 Nov 2 

Barnard Castle Urban District Council vy Wilson appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Aug 5, 1901 Nov 5 

The Liskeard & Looe Ry Co v Liskeard & Caradon Ry Co appl of plitifs 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Oct 25, 1901 (produce 
order) Nové 

In re Walker and Oakshott and the V & P Act, 1874 appl of F Walker & 
apr from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated June 20, 1901 (produce 
order) Nov 13 

The National Co for the Distribution of Electricity by Secondary 
Generators v Gibbs appl of Deft H O Ruelle from order of Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, dated July 11,1901 Nov 13 

In re Satton Lewis v Sutton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated July 23, 1901 Nov 18 

In re Hotham Hotham v Doughty appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 2,1901 November 19 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In re The Birmingham & 
Manchester Co, 1d (axpte Howell) appl of the company from order 
of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Nov 13, 1901 November 27 

In re Duvall Oorbet v Duvall appl of deft A C Duvall from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated October 25,1901 December 3 

In re Hey Perkins v Hey appl of defts G@ Hey & anr from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, datei Oct 25, 1901 December 4 

In re The Registered Trade Marks, Nos 915, 916, and 31,837 of Messrs 
Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton, 1d and Patents, Designs, &c, Acts appl of 
Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 
28, 1901 (produce order) December 5 

In re The Registered Trade Marks, Nos 2, 27, 781, 31,839, 31,840, 43,808, 
43,809, and 53,995 of Messrs Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton, 1d, and Patents, 
&: Acts appl of Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton, 1d, from an order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 28, 1901 (produce order) December 5 

In re Lewis Thomas v Hedley Hedley vy Thomas appl of M A Hedley 
& aur from order of Mr Justice C.z2ns-Hardy, dated Nov 7, 1901 
December 6 

Byme v The Millom & Askam Hematite Iron Co ld appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 20, 1901 December 6 

In re Martin Martin v Martin appl of deft from Mr Justice Buckley, 
dted Nov 19, 1901 December 9 

Brickwell v Gilbert appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Nov 22, 1901 December 10 

Brazier v Glasspool appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Nov 
27, 1901 (produce order) December 10 

In re Cabot Brisker v Cabot Cabot v Parnes appl éf deft F P Cabot 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 4, 1901 (produce order) 
December 11 

In re Ford Ford v Ford appl of pltff & anr from order of Mr. Justic> 
Buckley, dated Nov 7, 1901 December 11 

Morgan v Pool appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Dec 7, 
1901 (produce order) December 14 

i mn v Steel appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Dec 12 1901 (produce order) Lecember 17 

In re Hunt Leppard v Morgan Leppard v Pollard & Settled Land Acts 
spp! of pltfis from order of Mr Just'ce Farwell, dated Aug 5, 1901 
(produce order) December 17 

Rumney v The Kent Ooal, Finance & Development Co ld appl of pitff 
from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dited Aug 2, 1901 (produce order) 
December 18 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The Coolgardie Gold 
Fields 1d 1 of EJ Wickenden from order of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated Dec 12, 1901 (produce order) December 20 

FROM THE CHANOERY, PROBATE, AND LIVOROE DIVISIONS. 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Hoxton Brewery Oo ld v Henry Lovibond & Son ld appl of defte Henry 
Lovibond & Son Id from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 1, 1901 
 pomga order) —_—? 1 , : 

v appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
Feb 26, 1901 (produce order) March 5 whe 


J Ambler & Sons ld v Mayor, &c of Bedford appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated Aug 3, 1901 (to come on with No 109, Gener) 
List, by order) Aug 15 

In re de Almeda Sourdis v Keyser appl of pltff from order of & 
Justice C »zens-Hardy, dated Jane 28, 1901 Aug 19 

Anderson v Midland Ry Co (from application of Midland Ry Co) appl of 
pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Oct 29, 1901 (prodngg 
order, security ordered) Nov 9 

Anderson v Midland Ry Co (from application of Midland Ry Co) applof 
pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Oct 29, 1901 (produgy 
order, security ordered) Nov 11 

In reLloyd Lloyd v Lloyd applof RL Allen & aur from order of Mr 
Justice Farwell, dated Nov 1, 1901 (producs order, security ordered) 
Nov 15 

Ia re Griffiths Cycle Corpn 1d The Danlop Paeumatic Tyre Co ldy 
The John Griffiths Cycle Corpnid appl of Humber & Co ld from orde 
of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 2, 1901 (produce order) Nov 19 

Vavasour v Vavasour appl of pltff from order of MrJustice Joyce dated 
Nov 18, 1901 (produce order) Nov 29 

White v Harrow Harrow v Marylebone District Property Oo, 1d applof 
pl'ff Stanley Harrow from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 2), 
1901 part heard 

Poisson v Hobertacn appl of pltff F O Poisson from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated Nov 26, 1901 

In re The Trouville Pier Co (La Jetee de Trouville), ld The London Tris 
Co, ld, & anr v Harding & anr appl of pltffs from refusal of Mr Justice 
Buckley to grant an injunction, Dec 13, 1901 

Commercial Development Ov, ld v Atkins appl of deft from orJer of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated Dec 6, 1901 December 19 

Probate WGBrchv E Birch, A Birch, & ors appl of defts C E Birch 
& A R Birch from order of Mr Justice Barnes, dated Dec 5, 1901 
Lecembar 18 

In the Matter of Application No 209,462 by Wright, Crossly, & Oo for 
Regi tration of a Crade Mark, and in the Matter of the Opposition 
thereto, No 2,657, by the Royal Baking Powder Co of New York appl 
of Royal Baking Powder Oo from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Dec 
2, 1901 (produce order) December 23 

Automatic Machines (Haydon & Urrys Patent, ld) v The United Automatic 
Co appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Dec 13, 1901 
December 24 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1901. 


Divorce M F Abdy v W N Abdy appl of petnr from order of The Presi. 
dent, dated Jan 14,1901 March 2 

Probate Richardson vy Wood appl of pltff from orjer of Mr Justice 
Barnes, dated March 19, 1901 June 12 

Probate In re Edmondson Edmondson v Edmondson appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Barnes, dated March 28, 1901 June 15 

Divorce FAH Auger, petuarv A L Auger, respt, A H B Johnson, o- 
respt appl of respt from order of Mr Justice Barnes, dated July 4, 1901 
Aug 3 


g 

Probate Crickett v Orickett, Eliza Orickett, intervener appl of intervener 
from order of Tae President, dated July 25,1901 Aug 3 

Probate Orickett v Orickett, Eliza Orickett intervener appl of pltff from 
order of The President, dated July 25, 1901 (security ordered) Augé 

Divorce Kaye v Kaye appl of respt fron order of Mr Justice Barnes, 
dated Aug 8, 1901 Oct 21 

Divorce N W Blood v C R Blood: appl of applt N W Blood from ord 
of Mr Justice Barnes, dated Nov 18, 1901 c 20 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(General List.) 
1901. 

In re Webster & Jones & V & P Act, 1874, &c appl of James Webstef 
& aur from an order of The Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatineot 
Lancas'er, dated Nov 18, 1901, and cross-notice of appl of respondent, 
dated Dec 3, 1901 Nov 30 

Attorney-Gen of the Duchy of Lancaster v The Chamber Colliery Oo ld 
appl of defts from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine 
of Lancaster, dated Nov 15, 1901 (produce order) Dec 14 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Davis, H L (expte The Trustee) from an order mode by Mr Justice 
Whight, da‘ed 28th October, 1901 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 1,191 of 1901 from a receiving 
order made by Mr Registrar Li ter, datefl 28th November, 1901 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 1,134 of 1901 from a receiving 
order made by Mr Registrar Brougham, dated 7th December, 1901 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing, 
(Final List.) 
1901. 


Richard Holden ld y Bostock & Co 1d appl of defts from judgt of Mf 
Justice Bigham, dated Feb 7, 1901, without a jury, Manchester 





Keats v'Rendle appl of put from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
11, 1901, witha jury Feb 26 
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mv Broadwood appl of deft Julia Broadwood from i of 
Mr Justice Bruce, dated Feb 16, 1901, with a common jury, esex 
Feb 28 Remmington v Broadwood appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated Feb 16, 1901, with a commcn jury, Middlesex 
(No2, New Trial, Remmington v Broadwood & ans, to follow these 
two appeals) by order March 2 
Fitzpatrick v Evans & Oold appl of pltff from order of Justices Wills and 
Channell, dated Feb 9, 1901 Feb 28 
Ourie v Booth appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
Feb 22, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 6 
The Mold and Denbigh Junction Ry Co v The London and North-Western 
Ry Uo (Railway and Canal Commission) appl of applicants from judgt 
of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel and Viscount Cobham, dated Feb 25, 
1901 March 7 
North Queensland Insce Cold v The Rhenish Westphalean Lloyd Marine 
Insce Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Feb 
96, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 7 
Wentworth v Peel appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, datod 
March 9, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 12 
Carmichael vy Abrahams appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 4, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 12 
Keates v Woodward (Crown Side) appl of pltff from judgt of Ju.-tices 
Wills and Channell, dated Feb 6, 1901 March 12 
Bonham Carter v Franckeiss appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated Feb 16, 1901, with special jury, Southampton March 14 
Stein & anrv Pope appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darliog, 
dated March 9, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 13 
Summers v Ward appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Dec 6, 1900, with a common jury, Middlesex March 16 
Bingham v Turner appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 18, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 21 
Glasscock v The London, Tilbury, & Southend Ry Co appl of pltff from 
jadgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated March 13, 1901 (and crogs-notice of 
appl by deft Oo for a new trial, dated March 13, 1900), with a special 
jury, Middlesex March 25 
South Wales & Liverpool Steam Ship Co ld v H & C Grayson ld appl of 
pltffrom judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Feb 21, 1901, without a 
jury, Liverpool March 26 
The London Uounty Council v The Urban District Council of Acton appl 
of deft from from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Dec 14, 1900, wicn- 
outa jury, Middlesex March 27 
London, Tilbury & Southend Ry Cov The Great Eastern Ry Co (Railway & 
Canal Commission) appl of deftsfrom judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated March 23,1901 April 3 
The Guardians of the Poor of West Ham Union, Ovunty of Essex 
(Appellants) v The London County Council apn nergy Berg Side 
appl of applts from judgt of Justices Darling & Channell, dated March 
21,1901 April 3 
Maxwell v The British Thomson Houston Co ld, Blackwell & Co 3rd 
parties (Crown Side) appl of defendants from judgt of Mr Jus:ice 
Kennedy, dated March 27, 1901, with special jury, Leeds April 4 
Earl of Craven v Pridmore appl of pltff from judgi of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 29, 1901, without a jury, Warwick April 12 
The King v Dr Tristram & G Davey (Crown Side) appl of Rev HF R 
Hiud & ors from order of Justices Darling & Channel), dated March 21, 
1901 April 15 
Kinnell v Naser & anr appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 9, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex April 16 
Scrutton, Sons, & Co v Sommer & Co (J & R Lister, 3rd parties) appl of 
piiff from jadgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated March 18, 1901, without a 
jury, Middlesex April 17 
Gibbs v Chloride Electrical Storage Syndicate ld appl of defts from judgt 
~ 4 oe Bigham, dated April 2, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 
pril 2 
Wright v Glyn appl of defts from.judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
April 20, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex April 26 
The Attorney-General on the relation of the Bromley Rural District 
Cvuncil & anr v Copeland appl of pltif from judgt of the Lord Chiet 
Justice, without a jury, Middiesex April 29 
Thrursell vy Parsons (Crown Side) appl of pltff William Thrussell (in 
formé pauperis) from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated April 18, 1901 by order -_— 30 
Moorby v The Mayor, Aldermen, and Citizens of the City and County of 
Kingston upon Hull appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
without a jury, dated April 2,1901 May 1 
HB W Foulger vy H Ardivg (Crown Side) appl of pltff from judgt of 
» a Chief Justice and Mr Justice Lawrance, dated April 20, 1901 
By 
Hulthen v Stewart & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
a ego _ 1,1901 May 4 
lenberg v Payne appl of pitff from juigt of Mr Justice Bigh 
without a jury, dared April 22,1901 May 6 ~— 
Reffell’s Bexley Brewery ld v Hughes appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
— Ridley, dated April 22, 1901, and common jury, Middlesex 


y 
Hainsworth v British Workman’s and General Assurance Co ld appl of 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated April 18, 100. and 
special jury, Leeds May 8 
The Reversionary & General Securities Oo 1d v Gillon app! of pltffs from 
net of Mr Justice Channell, dated April 30, 1901, without a jury 


iy 
Robert Skene v Charles Cook (Crown Side) appl of pltff from judgt of 
Justices Channell & Darling, dated M 22,1901 May 8 








The Zillah Shipping Oo ld v Tae Midland Ry Oo (Crown Side) appl of 
defts from judgs of the Lord Chief Justice & Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated April 18, 1901 May 8 

In re an Arbitration Messrs Ford & Co and Messrs Bemrose & Sons Id and 
In re The Arbitration Act, 1889 appl of Bemrose & Sone ld from judgt 
of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, dated April 30,1901 May 11 

Frangopul & Co v Lomas & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated April 23,1901 May 13 

Nicholls v Parker & anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 

Pa tn ha ll ‘applts v The Board of Works for th Ww 
be Property Ex , applts v The Board of Works for the Wands- 
= District, Oe " a rns (Oan — of the Metro- 

tan Borough of Wandsworth, respts (Crown Side) appl of ts 
| judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice <eminen ded 
April 18, 1901 May 14 

In re an Arbitration between Ovwley & Co of the one part and Thomas 
Morrison of the other part appl of Morrison & Co from jadgt of 
Justices Kennedy and Phitlimore, dated May 6, 1901 May 17 

In re an Arbitration between Henry Tyrer & Co of the one part and 
Hessler & Co, owners, of the other part app! of Hessler & Co from judgt 
of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, datea May 2, 1901 May 20 

Day and anr v Powell and anr appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated April 19, 1901, without jury, Middlesex May 21 

Gros and ors v Barnett appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated May 22,1901 May 22 

Rev GN Herbert, applt v J A M Quade (Surveyor of Taxes), respt 
(Revenue Side) appl of respt from judgt of Justices Kennedy and 
Phillimore, dated May 9, 1901 part heard (so for additional facts) 

Gates and ors v Bill appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
May 14, 1901, witha jury May 24 

The Caridad Copper Mining Co ld v Swallow appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated May 14, 1901 May 24 

Fraser v Walke appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
May 17, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex May 31 

In re an Arbitration between the owners of the Steamship Istok and Fred 
Drughorn appl of deft from judgt of Justices Kennedy and Paillimore, 
dated May 17, 1901 May 29 

Martingeil v Browa appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Ridley and 
Poillimore, dated May 21,1901 May 29 

Aktieselskabet Shakespeare.v C J Ekman & Co appl of pltff from jud 
of Mr Justice Bigham and Commercial Court, dated March 6, 1901 May 

Patrick Igoe (appellants) v Thomas Thornhill Shann and ors, Jj of the 
Peace for the County and City of Manchester (respts) Crown Side appl 
of respts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated May 7, 1901 May 31 

In re an Arbitration The Bwilfa & Merthyr Dare Steam Collieries (1891) 
ld v The Pontypridd Waterworks Oo appl of defts from judgt of 
Justices Ridley and Phillimore, dated May 22,1901 June 5 

The County Council of the Administrative Uounty of Hertford v The 
Rural District Council of Barnet app! of defts from order of Mr. 
Justice Lawrance, dated May 17, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 
June 13 

Fracis Times & Co v Meade appl of pltffs feom judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated May 22, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex June 18 

Lord Portsmouth and anr v The London and South Western Railway Co 
appl of plitifs from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated May 22, 1901, 
without a jury, Middiesex June 24 

Same v Same appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
May 22,1901 June 24 

The Turnchapel Wharves & Warehouses ld v Pitts, Son & King 1d appl 
of defts from juigt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated June 15, 1901, 
with a special jury, Middlesex June 25 

John Marshall v ‘the Royal Exchange Assca Corpn appl of pltff from 
jadgt of Justices Rdley and Paiilimore, dated May 22, 1901, with 
special jury, Middlesex June 25 

New River Co v Assessment Committee of Hertford Union and ors (Crown 
Side) appl of respts from judgt of Justices Ridley and Bigham, dated 
June 11, 1901 June 25 

Tae Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900) ld and ors v 
Tolhurst appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
June 12, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex (Commercial List) June 26 

Tolhurst v The Acsociated Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900) Jd and 
ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justices Mathew, dated June 12, 
1901, without a jury, Middlesex June 26 

B H Abrahams v Bullock app! of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Ridlay, 
dated June 6, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex June 26 

Guun v Showell’s Brewery Oo ld and ors appl of defts Showell’s Brewery 
Co 1d from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated June 7, 1901, without 
a jury, Middlesex June 28 

Squire v Hussey appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
June 8, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) June 28 

Wertheim v Thomas Owen & Uo ld_ app) of pltff trom judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated May 7, 1901, and cross notice of appeal by defts (from 
part of same order) without a jury, Middlesex July 1 

The Corporation of the Royal Exchange Assurance v Sjiférsiikrings Aktie 
Bolaget Vege appl of nitits from jadgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
June 15, 1901, without a jury, M July 4 

Whinney v Bowman “ppl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated June 20, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 5 


Favets v Merry appl of pitif from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 
25, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 5 

Michel v Day appl of pitif from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 
26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July > 
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Taylor v Tombs aud Same v Same _ appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated July 4, 1901, with common jury, Middlesex (two actions 
consolidated, by order) July 8 

Hedley v Rippin & ors appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
po a 3, 1901, with common jury, Middlesex (s:curity ordered) 

Jy 

Vickers, Sons & Maxim 1d v Midland Ry Co & ors (Railway and Canal 
Commission) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F. 
Peel and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10,1901 July 13 

Reffell’s Bexley Brewery 1d v Hughes appl of deft from judgment of Mr 
J eo Ridley, dated June 24, 1901, with common jury, Middlesex 
July 15 

Osborne v Quarry Publishing Co ld appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated May 6, 1901, with a jury, Middlesex (security 
ordered) July 16 

Burdett & Harris v Macleay appl of deft fram judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated July 8,1901 July 16 

Pain Bros v Macleay appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated July 3,1901 July 16 

Daines, Adam & Cov Macleay appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated July 6,1901 July 16 

Mercer v The Liverpool, St Helens and South Lancashire Ry Co appl of 

defts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated Juns 24, 1901, with- 
out a jury, Middlesex July 17 
Tredegar Iron & Coal Cold v Hawthorn Bros & Co appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Juatice Phillimore, dated June 26, 1901, without a jury, 
Middlesex July 18 
Rosenthal Bros (Appellants) v Reifern & Son (Respondents) (Crown Side) 
appl of defts from judgt of Justices Channell and Bucknill, dated 28th 
June, 1901 July 20 

Steel, Young, & Co v Grand Canary Ooaling Co appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated July 15,1901 July 29 

Charles Cammell & Co v The Midland Ry Co & ors (Railway and Canal 
Commission) appl of Midland Ry C> from judgt of Mr Justice Wrigat, 
Sir F Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10,1901 July 31 

John Brown & Co ld v The Midland Ry Co & ors (Railway and Oanal Com- 
mission) appl of Midland Ry Co from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
= Sir F. Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10, 1901 

y 

Mitchell v Richard Evans & Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Buckuill, dated July 26, 1901, without a jury Aug 2 

Mediterranean and New York Steam Ship Cov Mackay applof pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated July 6, 1901, wito special jury, 
Manchester Aug 3 

George Nelson & Sons v James and Alexander Brown appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 30,1901, without a jury Aug5d 

Preston (trading as John Preston) v Furness, Witby & Co appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, and cross notice of appeal by pltff 
from same order, dated July 31, 1901, without a jury Aug 7 

Nigel Gold, &c, Co v Hoarde appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated July 26, 1901, witnout a jury, Middlesex Aug 7 

The Kingewell Steamship Cold v F W Marten appl of pltffs from judgt 
. oe Justice Mathew, dated July 26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesax 

u 

Neustadt v Lambert appl of deft from judgt Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
July 26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 8 

Handby v Wolverhampton Race Course and Dunstall Park Olub Oo ld 
appl of plitff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated July 24, 1901, 
without a jury, Stafford Aug 8 

‘A E Preston (liquidator of the Cheap Wood Oo, ld) v Churchill & Sim 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 31, 1901, 
witrout a jury, Middlesex Aug 8 

Robinson Goid Mining C» 1d and ors v Alliance Marine and General 
Assurance Co,ld appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated July 15, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 9 

C H A Dougherty v E Richards & Oo appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Darling, dated July 31, 1901, common jury, Middiesex Aug 9 

Dunn & ors v Donald Currie & Co & Bucknall Bros appl of defts 
Bucknall Bros from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Aug 2, 1901, 
Middlesex Aug 10 

Elliott v Longden appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
pone Ry uly 2, 1901, and common jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 

ug. 

Craig v Philip appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
June 25, 1901, and special jury, Middlesex Aug 16 

Ben Graham & ors (trading, &c) v The Commissioners of His Majesty’s 
Works & Public Buildings appl of defts from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice, dated Aug 6, 1901, and special jury, leeds Aug 15 

Pearce v Greening appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
Aug 6, 1901, without jury, Exeter Aug 20 

Carter v Leyson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
Aug 9, 1901, without jury, Birmingham Aug 22 

Cartis & Cov Head appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
July 29, 1901, without Middlesex Aug 23 

The Steamehip Carisbrook Co 1d v London & Provincial Marine & General 
Insce Cold appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Aug 
7, 1901, without jury, Middlesex Aug 3l 

Sir William Dunn & orsv Donald Ourrie & Oo and ors appl of defts 
Donald Currie & Co from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Aug 2, 
1901, without jury, Middlesex Sept 7 

Molineaux v The London, Birmingham & Manchester Insurance Oo 1d 


Se 
The Long Eaton Recreation Grounds Ooldv The Midland Railway gy 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Aug 12, 
non-jury, Derby Sept 16 


Ratcliff & Dealtry v A B Mendelssohn appl of deft from judgt of § 
Justice Mathew, dated Aug 7, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Sept 16 
Honikman v Stopford & ors appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justi, 
Darling, dated Aug 9, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Oct 9 

H F Van Laun & Co v Baring Brosld appl of pltff from judgt of ¥ 
Justice Bigham, dated July 3, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Oct 9 

Reid vJ B Lee & Sons & ors appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justig 
Kennedy, dated Aug 9, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Oct 9 

Scott & Horton v Godfrey appl of p tffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
(Commercial), dated June 27, 1901, non-jury, Middlesex Oct 23 

Bridgwater & Smith v Godfrey appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justiy 

(Commercial List), dated Aug 2, 1901 (non-jury) Oct 23 

Wallis Chlorine Syndicate 1d v American Alkali Cold appl of defts frog 
judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated July 6, 1901, with special jury, 
Middlesex Oct 23 

The Mayor, &c of Truro v Rowe appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justiy 
Wills, dated Aug 10,1901 Oct 23 

Same v Kemp appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated Ay 
5,1901 Oct 23 

Vogemann v Zanzibar Steamship Oold appl of pltff from judgt of 
2 — Phillimore, dated July 15, 1901, without jury, Middlese 

ict 

Renton & Oo v Midland Railway Co & ors (Railway and Canal Commission) 
app! of Midland Ry Oo from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F. Ped, 
and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10,1901 Oct 29 

Lloyds Bank ld v Gerard Moseley appl of deft from judgt of Mr. Justig 
Wills, dated Aug 6, 1901, without a jury, Bristol Oct 31 

Hoare & Co ld v Met Borough of Lewisham appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Aug 12, 1901, without a jury, Middlesy 
Nov 1 

J W Hemmant vG Hemmant appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 

Bruce, dated Aug 9, 1901, without a jury, Leeds Nov 5 

Titchfield Bank ld v Irwin & ors appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 

Darling, dated Nov 2, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov6 

Wyler v The Ibo Investment Trust ld appl of = for judgt of Mr Justice 

Walton, dated Oct 31, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 11 

Mayor of Westminster, applt v Edgcome, meg (Crown Side) appl of 
respt from order of The Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Ridley, dated 

Oct 25,1901 Nev 12 

Ward Bros v James Hill & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 

Wills, dated Aug 6, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 14 

In the Matter of Oasson P Smith, a solr, &c, and In the Matter of the 

Solicitors Act, 1888 appl of C P Smith from judgt of Justices Kennedy 

and Darling, dated Aug 8,1901 Nov 18 

The Electrolytic Plating Apparatus Co 1d v Henry Holland Oo applof 

defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Nov 6, 1901, without a jury, 

Middlesex Nov 19 

Same v John Birch & Sons ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 

Ridley, dated Nov 6, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 19 

George v Coates appl of deft from judet of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Nor 

7, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 21 

Temple, Thomson & Clark v Runnalls appl of defts from judgt of Mr 

Justice Bigham (Commercial Cause), dated Nov 5, 1901, without a jury, 

Middlesex Nov 23 

Trustee of G Mellor a bankrupt v Maas appl of deft from judgt of Mr 

Justice Wright, dated Nov 8, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 23 

Sykes v Ourtis & ors appl of G Murray (3rd party) from judgt of Mr 

Justice Ridley, dated Nov 19, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 2% 

Spooner & anr v Day appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 

dated Nov 21, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 28 

Holt v Wren appl of E Holt, pltff, from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 

1901, District Registry, Blackburn Nov 27 

Bolton v Pidsley & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 

dated Nov 18, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Nov2 

Simon v Hillarn (trading, &c.) appl of deft from judgt of Justice 

Channell, dated Nov 16, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 30 

Cooke v Payne appl of deit from judgt of Justice Wright, dated Nor 

21, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 30 

Mills b Sparrow v The Atlantic Transport Cold appl of defts from judgt 

of Mr Justice Walton, dated Nov 18, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 

Nov 30 

Zimbler & anr v Abrahams appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 

Darling, dated Nov 23, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex December 4 

Lewis v Berkley & anr appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 

dated Nov 16, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex December 5 

Basset v Maudslay app! of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 

Nov 26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex December 6 

Philip v Bennett & Co appl of defts from judgteof Mr Justice Bigham, 

dated Nov 29, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex December 6 

Wilcock v Greig appl of = frem judgt of Mr Darling, dated Nov 29, 

1901, without a jury, Middlesex December 6 

In re an Arbitration between R Oraggs & Sons and John Lockie appl of 

deft John Lockie from order of Justice Wright (on special case), 

dated Nov 28,1901 December 9 

In re an Arbitration between Lord Mostyn and F H Fitzsimmons appl 

of Lord Mostyn from order of Mr Justice Wright (on special case), 

dated Nov 27, 1901 December 11 

The Mutual Loan Fund Assoc ld v Friend 

Mr J — Darling, dated Nov 30, 1901, 

Dec 1 


appl of pltffs from judgt of 
thout a jury, Mid 





of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Aug 6, 1901, 
t jury, Birmingham Sept 12 
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Collins v Lake View Consols ld appl of defts from ay hy Mr Justice 
Walton, dated Nov 2, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 12 

Harris & Co v Davis & Oo, ld & anr_ appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated Dec 6, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex c 13 

Wyatt v The London County Council appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
ustice Wright, dated Dec 9, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 16 

Hanfstaeng] v The British Mutoscope & Biograph Oo ld appl of pltff 
from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Dec 4, 1901, with a common 
jury, Middlesex Dec19 . 

Green v Lydall & anr appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
dated Nov 29, 1901. without a jury, Middlesex Dec 20 

Charrington, Sells, Dale & Oov The Midland Ry Co (Railway & Canal 
Commission) appl of defts from Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel and 
Viscount Cobham, dated Dec 5, 1901 December 21 

The London & India Docks Co v The Great Eastern Ry Co and the 
Midland Ry Co (Railway and Oanal Commission) appl of the Midland 
Ry Co from judgt, dated Dec 13, 1901 December 21 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearne. 
(Final List.) 
With Nautical Assessors. 


1901. 


Folios 337 and 338 Owners of Forsete v 


Ovingdean Grange 1901 
appl of pltffs from judgt of the 


Owners of Ovingdean Grange (damage) 
President, dated Feb 15, 1901 May 1 

Mount Vernon 1899 Folio 533 Owners of the Handel Liist v George 
Shephard and ors (damage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Barnes, dated April 30, 1901 July 1 

Oceanic 1901 Folio 357 The Waterford Steamsbip Co ld v The Oceanic 
Steamship Co ld (damage) appl of defts from judgt of the President, 
dated Oct 29,1901 Nov il 


Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
Swindon 1901 Folio 52 Millers & Carys Cape Verde Islands ld v The 


Swindon Steatnship Oo ld (question of Law) appl of deft from judgt of 
the Divisional Court, dated June 14,1901 July 24 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1899. 


Woolley vy Manchester Ship Canal Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 13, 1899, at trial 
before T H Baylis, Esq, and special jury (Court of Passage, Liverpool) 


April 19 
1901. 


Remmington v Broadwood and anr appln of deft AS Broadwood for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 15, 1901, at 
trial before Mr Justice Bruce and common jury, Middlesex (to follow 
No. 37 final appeal, by order) March 12 

Vicars v The Hydro Incandescent Gas Light Co ld and others appln of 
pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 
} Lag at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and special jury, Middlesex 

y 1: 
Taylor vy London & Yorkshire Bank 1d &anr appln of London & York- 
Bank for judgt or new trial on — verdict and judgt, dated 
August 9, 1901, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and a jury 
Middlesex Oct 30 

Henderson v Bateman and legal representatives & ors appln of pltff for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 28, 1901, 
at “?. before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex 


ov 

Batten, Carne & Carne’s Banking Cold v Reed appln of pitffs for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 6, 1901, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and a spectal jury, Middlesex Nov 12 

or new trial on appl from 


Barker v Sullivan & ors appln of deft for jud 
before Mr Justice Ridley 


verdict and jndet, dated Nov 1, 1901, at tri 
and a special jury, Middlesex November 14 

Spero v Creswell & ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 28, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and common jury, Middlesex December 2 

White v Bennet appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 30, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley with a 
special jury, Middlesex December 4 

Smith v Mair & ors appln of defts A McKechnie and McKechnie Bros 
od {niet = = — > appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 25, 

, at ta ore Mr i i j 

tad dag ustice Ridley with a special jury, Middlesex 

Nesbitt v Parrett & Mercer appln of defts for judgt or new trial on app) 
frcm verdict & judgt, dated Nov 29, 1901, at trial before Lord Chief 
Justice & a special jury, Middlesex December 6 

Smith & Co ld v Humphries & Cold appln of pltffs (on a preliminary 
point) for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict & judgt, dated Dec 6, 
oy trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex 


= Ball, Smith, & Oo v Tribe, Clarke, Painter & Oo appln of pltffs for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 3, 1901 
at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Deo 17 





In of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 


Mann v Roberts app 
verdict & judgt, dated Dec 10, 1901, at trial before 
more and a common jury, Dec 17 

Aitken v The London & North Western Ry Co opp of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict & judgt, da 11, 1901, at trial 
before Mr Justice Dar with a jury, Middlesex Dec 18 

Knight v Vickerman spp nm of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict & judgt, dated Dec 5, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and special jury, Leeds December 19 

Vickers v Lady Emily Gold Co, ld eppin of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and fudgt, dated Dec 12, 1901, at trial before 
Mr Justice Darling and‘a special jury, Middlesex December 20 

Philips v Plumbly appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 13, 1901, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex December 21 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1900. 


Matthews & ors v Colls & anr appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated June 13, 1900 (security ordered) June 26 


1901. 


Nelson v Rosenberg appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 18, 1901 Copmins settlement) March 21 ‘ 

Underhill & anr v Lindon appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, 
dated March 25, 1901 (security ordered) April 18 , 

Vigo v Vigo appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Day, dated April 20, 
1901 Vigov Vigo appl of en from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
April 17, 1901 (s o till after er’s report) April 24 

Wells & ors v The New London Dircount Co ld & ors appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Nov 12,1901 Nov 28 
ckman v Ward (Scott, clmt) appl of Jett H Ward from order of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated Dec 11, 1901 Dec 16 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Oo ld & anr v Actien Geeellechaft Fuer Motor, &: 
(Crown Side) from order of Mr Justice Channell, dated Dec 13, 1901 

8 


Mr Justice Philli- 


Dec 1 

Wallach & Richardson v Marshall (Crown Side) appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Dec 17, 1901 Dec 19 

Clayton v shorit appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Dec 9, 1901 Dec 20 . , Te 

Cornwell vy Craddock appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Dec 16,1901 Dec 21 


From County Court. 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
1901. 


In the Matter, &¢ W E Jones (an infant) by William Williams next 
friend, applicant v Lawrence & Nicol, respts (Crown Side) appl of 
applicant from award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated 
Jan 24, 1901 (restored) Feb 14 

In the Matter, &c Elizabeth Jarrett (the legal personal peceinin 
of W Jarrett, dec), applicant v The Ffoldau Oollieries Co ld, respts 
(Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court (Glamorgan- 
shire, Bridgend), dated May 24, 1901 June 6 

In re the Matter, &c John Owen, applicant v George Clark ld, respt 
(Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court (Durham, 


Sunderland), dated May 16,190! June 6 


Stand over till after judgment given in ‘‘ Wrigley v Whittaker’’ in House 
of Lords (by order) 


In the Matter, &c Richard Perry, applicant v Joseph Baker & Sons, 
respts (Crown oo appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Marylebone), dated June 17, 1901 (security ordered) July 6 

In the Matter, &c George Bartell, applicant v W Gray & Co, respts 
(Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court (Middlesex, 
Bow), dated July 10,1901 July 22 : : 

In the Matter, &c John Henry Matthews, applicant v The Penrikyber 
Navigation Colliery Co ld, respts (Crowa Side) appl of respts from 
award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Aberdare & Mountain Ash), 
dated July 8, 1901 July 27 : 

In the Matter, &¢ Abraham McDougall, applicant v Holzapfel’s Com- 
ition Co 1d, reapts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of 
unty Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated Sept 13, 1901 (security 

ordered) Sept 24 

In the Matter, &c Joseph Veazey, applicant v Henry Ohattle respt 
(Crown Side) appl of respt from award of County Court (Derbyshire, 
Derby), dated Sept 10, 1901 Sept 28 

In the Matter, &c Morris, applicant v Darcy Lever Coal Co 1d, respt, 
and the Northern Employers’ Mutual Indemnity Co Id (insurers) (Crown 
Side) appl of insurers from award of County Court (Lancashire, Bolton), 
dated Sept 23, 1901 Oct 7 

In the Matter, c Mary Eaton (widow), applicant v J E Edwards, respt 
(Crown Side) appl of respt from award of County Court (Denbighshire, 
Wrexham), dated Oct 2, 1901 Oct 16 ‘ 

In the Matter, &c William Male, applicant v Nixon’s Navigation Oo ld, 

of respts from award of County Oourt 

filiatay applicant * Powell Daftryn Steam 
a it v Powe 

pt from award of County 

ted Oct 8, 1901 Oct 25 


respts (Crown Side) ap 
(Glamorganshire, Mount 
Inthe Matter, &c Hannah W 
Coal Co ld respts (Crown Side) 
Court (Monmouthshire, Tredegar), 
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In the Matter, &c Charles Fletcher, applicant v The London United 
Tramways ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of 
‘County Court (Middlesex, Brentford), dated Oct 25, 1901 Oct 25 

In the Matter, &c Eliza Olatworthy, applicant v R & H Green 1d, respts 
(Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court (Middlesex, 
Bow), dated Oct 17,1901 Oct 26 

In the Matter, & Thomas Needham, applicant v George Leeder, respt 
(Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court (Durham, 
Hartlepool), dated Oct 11, 1901 (security ordered) Oct 30 

In the Matter, &c William Henry St George, applicant v. The Lighting 
Corporation ld, respts (Crown Side) appeal of respts from award of 
County Court (Surrey, Croydon), dated Oct 15, 1901 Novl 

Jn the Matter, &c Elizabeth Jane Fairey, applicant v John Rathe, respt 
Crown Side) appl of respt from award of County Court (Chester, 
Birkenhead), dated Oct 28,1901 Novl 

In the Matter, &c Henry Armitage, applicant v The Lancashire and 
Yorkrhire Railway Oo, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Lancashire, Manchester), dated Oct 21,1901 Nov 4 

In the Matter, &c William Jobson McMillan, applicant v The Prince of 
Wales Dry Dock Oo. Id, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from 
award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Swansea), dated Oct 22, 1901 
Nov 8 

In the Matter, &c Nancy Waby, applicant v The Sheffield Mineral 
Waiter Syndicate ld. respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of 

County Court (Yorkshire, Sheffield), dated Oct 31,1901 Nov 11 
In the Matter, &c James Carney, applicant v Walton Scott & Middleton 
Id, re-pts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Sheffield), dated Oct 24, 1901 (security ordered) 
Nov 13 

In the Matter, &c Robert Ashton, applicant v Callender’s Cable & Con- 
struction Co ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Yorkshire, Sheffield), dated Oct 25, 1901 (security 
ordend) Nov 13 

In the Matter, &c Alice Howell, applicant v Eastwood, Swingler & Co 
ld and Aird & Sons, respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Surrey, Southwark), dated Oct 28,1901 Nov 18 

In the Matter, &c Frederick Burnett, applicant v The Drury Lane 
Theatre Jd, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Shoreditch), dated Nov 15,1901 Nov 21 

In the Matter, &c Oharles Goodwin, applicant v Scruttons ld, respts 
(Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court (Eesex, 
Grays), dated Nov 9, 1901 Nov 22 

In the Matter, &c, George Hughes, the younger (by George Hughes, bis 
father and next friend), applicant v The Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry 
Co, respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Manchester), dated Nov 4, 1901 Nov 23 

In the Matter, &c Thomas Redden, applicant v Siddal & Hilton ld, 
reepts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Halifax), dated Nov 7, 1901 Nov 27 

In the Matter, &c Hannah Southern, applicant v The Abram Coal Co, 
ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Wigan), dated Dec 3, 1901 Dec 18 

In the Matter, &¢ Samuel Kniverton, applicant v The Darcy Lever Coal Oo, 
1d, and The Northern Employers’ Mutual Indemnity Co, 1d, respts (Crown 
Side) appl of insurers from award of County Court (Lancashire, Bolton), 
dated Dec 4, 1901 Dec20 
N.B.—The above list contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to December 24, 1901. 


SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Jan 22.—Messrs, Doveras Youxe & Co., at the Mart, at2: A valuable Corner Freehold 
Building Site, adjoining Ludgate-circus, having a total frontege to Fleet-street, Bride- 
Jape, and St. Bride's-avenue of 73{t. Sin., and covering an area of about 550 equare 
feet. (See advertisement, Jan 11, p. 3) 


™ o ae RESULT OF a 

essrs. H, E. Foster RAUFIELD were succersful in selling at the Mart, %.C, 
Wedsresday last, a valuable ani nicely timbered Freehold Bailding Estate of sheet 
26a. ir. £6p,, formirg a portion of Cranbrook Park, Ilford, and ripe for immediate 
development, The property was sold for £25,350, or practically £1,000 per acre. 


" lea "2 eens 4 — oe wry 
e same also sold at the Mart, on Thursday last, at their usual Fortnightly Sale 
(No. 70M) of the above Interests, the following at the ‘prices named, the total of sale 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to One-twelfth of £20,641; life 75 


LIFE POLICIES + oe 
For £5,000, without profits; life 43 ... ” 720 
For £500. with profits ; life 62 ... P nT) 176 
For £1,000, with profits ; life 63 tie ove ése eve 99 706 
For £500, with profits ; life 70 ... ae ee oes ” 265 








Waknine To Ivrenpinc Hovse Purcuasers ann Luessuzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have Drains _ oaeeey ray ay any independently Tested and 

upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 

woe » a na Me egg wars: Westminster. Tetabliobed 
ears. elegrams: Sanitation, London. Tel : - 
Sian -Chsee elephone: 316 West 


For Tanoar Ixurration axp Coven ‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
— tte —- es soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
all suffering from co soreness, or ess of thethroat. Sold 
in labelled tins, price 74d. 2 po ne dl i 
Pathic 


. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Hi - 
Chemists, ab ifr 7 tly: gyi ee 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Jan. 10, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoarep i CHancery. 


Diamontrontern Estates, Liwrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, ‘on 
before Feb 12, to send their names addresses, and particulars of their debte or 
claims, to Henry St John Hodges, Finsbury House, Blomfield st. Mayo & Coy Drape’ 
gdns, solors for the liquidator 

Prrouite Fue. Sywpicatr, Lisrtep—Creditors are required, cn or before Feb 15, toga 
their names and sddresses, and the particulars of their debts of ol*ims. to James 
Wicking, 3. CroasIn Eastcheap. Travers Smith & Co, 4. Throgmo-ton av 

Puysas Ice Co, Lumrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Mareh1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Trinder & Co, 156, Leadenhsll st 

Sma.u Fare asp Lazourers Lanp Co, Luarrgp—Oreditors are required, on or before Fb 
20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or to 
Thomas Henry Burroughes and Thomas Arthur Dickson, 37, Lincola’s inn fields, 

& Co, Lincoln’s inn fields. so’ora for liquidators 
Wainnan Minixa Co, Limirep—reditors are required, on or before March 1, to sen 
eie names and ad , and the 4 of their debts or claims, to Thomy 
Postlethwaite Bragg, 59, Lowther st, Whitehaven. Brockbank & Co, Wh itzhaven, 


solors to liquida’ 
London Gazette.—Tuespay, Jan. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep in Cuancery. 


R. Buopss & Co, Lunrep (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, ong 
before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts q 
claims, to F. H. Bentham, 89, Richmond rd, Bradford, Rawasley & Peacock, 
Bradf solors for liquidator 

Borrine, Nicno.rson & Spencer, Liwrrep (1x Liquipation) —Creditors are required, on 
or before Feb 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Nicholson, 12, Wood st. Campion & Co, Queen st, solors to 


lig 

Druaarsts Paintixc anp Pussisnina Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or befor 
Jan 27, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or 
to Mr Ernest Layton Bennett, 55, Bishopsgate st Steadman & Van Praagh, Old 
st, solors t» liq od : 

Hawrnorn Line, Limrrep—Petn for wiodiog up, presented Jan 8, directed to be hewi 
Jan 23. Botterell & Roche, 101, Leadenhall st, solors for petners Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 2 

Joun Suone & Co, Limrtep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 19. to send their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Sydney George 
Hayward. 1, Dodington. Whitchurcb, Salop 

Porrery Pawtixe Macurve Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 7, to 
send their names and addresses, and the perticulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Price Llewellyn, Tunstall. Llewellyn & Son, Tunstall, solors for the liquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cia. 

London Gazette.—Faipay, Jan. 10. 


c, Clephane rd, Canonbury, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer Feb 15 Ramm 

ons, Cozens-Hardy, J yer & Colyer, Wsch st, Strand 

Srzaxmay, Cuagles Artuur, Leadenhall st, ‘'oal Merchant Jan 31 Carroll vy Hands, 
Registrar, Liverpool Hans, Lincoln’s ian fields 

Srowznam, Sypney Dick Auten. St Michael’s House, Cornhill, Solicitor Feb 8 
Schmettau v Stoneham, Swinfea Eady, J Dunn, Clement’s la 


London Gasetie.—Tuxspay, Jan. 14. 


Po.tock. Harry Freperick, St. Helen’s pl, Solicitor Feb 25 Brunton, Bourke, & 0 
v Trotter, Buckley, J Crisp, Throgmorton ay 


ONDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF Cuaim. 
London Gazetite.—Frivay, Jan. 3. 


Arxinson, Sopa1a Ann, York Feb 28 Turner. York 

Batuau, Damien, Lytchett Minster, nr Poole Jan 29 Warmington & Co, Budge row 
Bono, Henny Simon, Brixton Feb7 , Leeds 

Bovey, Epwarp, Buc! Devon Jan 3) Tucker & Son, Ashburton 
Brocksank, James, Beckeide, Cumberland Feb6 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Brown, Catuerine Burton on Trent Feb13 J & WJ Drewry, Burton on Tient 
Feb 28 Rigby & Herron, Liverpool 
Shepherd's Bush Jan3i Butt, Walbrook 

simpson & Co, Moor 


Summons, Isaa 
v Simm 





CampBe.y, Franx Hernoy, Liv 
Casetey, Hanniet, Baesein pk 
Cassaiane, Marion Hargizetr, Hawley rd, Kentish Town Jan 28 


gate st 
Cougs, James, Naw Wimb! Surrey, Baker Feb27 Vant, Warwick st, Pall Mall 
Conans, i Natuanrex, Lyndon Hal, Rutland Feb 10 Pyke & Parrott, Lincoln's 


Daroveisa, Isaperta Watiace. Baraes, Surrey Jan 25 Bamford, Chiswick 
Fisner, Epwarp Knapp, Market Harborough, Leicester Feb 1 Fisher & Bone, 


B 8 . Westminster 
Foster, WiiL1aM Francis, Queen Anne st, Ogvendish sq Feb 8 Ford & Co, Bloome 


aq 
GaRrTa, aTHA, Gt Driffield March1 Foster & Co, Gt Driffield 
Grover, Evizapetu Anve, Knightsbridge Feb 12 Leighton & Savory, Ciement’s ins, 


Hanvey, Ann Exizaseru, Sotndcs Feb 28 Foreman & Pridham, Swindon 


mee Spee, Walworth = .. ” +e Weat Hartlepool 
owszy, Ricuagp, Billingham, Durham 'ryer, e 
‘ : Clevedon, Somerset’ Feb 28 Wood, Wrington, BY, 


Louvrory-Snumoys, Erzanor Juui, 
Somerset , 


Livinestox, JoszrH Gissons, JP, Liverpool Jan31 Whitley & Co Liverpool 
Livinastox, Marcaret, Wavertree, Liverpool Jan 8i Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
Liewewin, Anng, Abchurchla Feb14 Saxton & Son, Queen Vie oria st 
Lomenr, Feepsrick Gzorcr, Bournemouth Febs Stanton & Oo, Southampton 
Lucas, Epwarp. New Broad st Feb1é Janson & Co, College hill 

Mepax, Henry Gzorce, Gloucester Vizard & Co, Dursle 

Movnrtrorp, Joszru Bovaws, Tuvstall, Staffs, Farmer 1 Hollinshead, Tunstall 
Parker, AyDREEW NELson, Feb 15 Hallett & Martin, Soutnaamptos 
Pearson, EvizapeTu Harvey, » Glos FebS Wood, Winchcombe 
Revrs, Lavare, Paris Feb 5° Mellor & Co, Coleman st 

furru, Jos Marsuat, Grosvenor st, 8q, House Steward Feb1 Cooperé 


st. 
Sransvigtp, WittiaM VARLEY, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Feb 7 Hockin & 0%, 
Wa xen, Marcanrert, Newcastle Tyne Febi7 Swinburne, Gateshead 
Wass, 6snan, Waltham Abbey, Hex Jan 18 Jessopp & Gough, Waltham Abbey 
Ww » Leicester, Farmer Jan “24 Harding & Barnett, 


ESLEY, WitL1am, Newtown 
Wurtz, — Canrzn, Cambridge Heath, Beer Retailer Feb 8 Sharman, Leytonstom 
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BANKRKUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fuivay, Jan. 10, 
@ OBDERS. 


pos, Joux Wituan, Hardware Dealer 
Poole PetJan7 Ord Jan 
jour, Water, Elland, Yorks, Brick Manufacturer 


an 

pam. Wiu1aM ALrRep, Bridi 
ferborcugh PetJan8s Ord ans 
Belton, mr > Yorks, Farmer 


Evans, Evay, and Joan Rosreer Gairrirus, 


Hepiey, one West 
at 2.20 Grand Hotel, West 
Jenxiys, Davin, a Glam, 
136, High 


Builders Jan 17at12 Crypt 


Junctioa, —y By > | 


Frreu. we. Wititam ou Bowens, Leo Jan 20 at 11.30 24, Rail- 


. Woollen Merchant 
Dockouilder Jan 17 | 
Jen 17 at 3 | 


way 8) 
: smn, Jone Ae phn 
Anyan il at 


st, Merthyr 


Francis i Diss, Norfolk, General | 


act G Chemical 
| TryTHar TLLIAM JOHN, bay my y Goet, 


Pgpirveuam, Aynie iam, Roath, Cardiff Cardiff Pet 


Jan4 Ord Jan 

VAL, CHARLE 4 BES , Swinton, Lancs, Iron Worker 
Salford Pet Nov23 Ord Jan 6 
OKARDS, HENRY Joemn, Cea, Butte Windsor Pet 
Jan4 Ord Jan4 
ompson, Wittiam Rosert, fontewelt, Grocer GE 
Yarmouth Pet Dec18 OrdJan7 


> 


ects, Ord Jan7 
Rochester Pet 


JussagD, Joun, . 
JENNINGS, 
rt eg ee eR Rh RP 
I ‘ones, WILLIAM, an 
as ae. Pre fetor "Newport, eens is tn 17 ae. 12.80 Crypt a a ~ <2 Wi x pty Henny, Holyhead, Anglesey Bangor Pet Jan 8 
thend on Grocer Chelmsf . JOnN, er a 
mic Si On = Grocer aioe “Ott fee Deby Norfolk, Batcher Jan 18 a, Jour 2 Pet Jan? Ord Je i — 
Ma: , WILLIA ut atcher Jan | an DY ‘an an 

oh 6 Ord Jan 6 > Poe - rry Of Reo, 8 King st.’ Norwich ae > | Wager. sone Fay -h,. Shoeing smith Sheffield 
ATFORD otographer C SHI, € wi 'ro- et Jan Jan 6 
sme Egon erry Bet ert | scat aaa ot 12 OF le, gens Norham 2 | a ho ae 

a rd. an 1 es! ané 

High © eS, Deli ork D Jan7 — Mand lon @ eto Park st N ‘Yarra, Wituam, and Morris Grossrzix, Abercynon, 
Guaxz, Samvet Jony, and Vases Titvorp Prrrowarp, wee, a Seeaee fOmices 3, yon ei Hao | yam, House Far Pontypridd Pet Dec14 Ora 

ee ee genta, a aA men a | Amended notie substituted for that published in 
Cours ham . 1cHaEL, Artbi ‘orks, Licensed ondon : 

Ran ‘o> x, High Ord a, = a » anengee "Victualler “Jan 2: at 12 Of Ret, 2 22, Park row, Fevait1, Taomas, Holme oo Gaee Mor, Yorks, Tailor 
DivBELL, Sensis Bicumoxp, Bottesford,  Latousten, Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec9 Ord 

Rossrt Henpexson, Dalston, Cumberland, Amended notice substituted for that in the 


Farmer Nottingham Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 
Ds La Savx, Gzonce Henry, Upper Meranet Barnet 
PettJan7 Ord Jan7 
Duxsox, CHARLES econ Rovutiepes, Bootle, nr Liver- 
eee tay Merchant’s Traveiler Liverpool Pet 
7 


fumey, ALvent, .. Brighton, Cheshire, Confectioner 
Birkenhead Pet Dec 17 O:d Jan 6 

Goupisc, WALTER, Godmanchester, Huns, Draper Peter- 
borough PetJan7 Ord Jan7 

Gsuxper, Lovis, Stoke Newington, House Breaker 
Bémonton Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 6 

Mauswett, Coarntes Freperick, Barnoldssick, Yours, 
Corn Muler Halifax Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 

Hannizs, Witt1aAm, Lianmorlais, Glam, Colliery Manager 
Swansea Pet Jang Ord Jané6 

, Fish Site Leicester Pet 


Hut, Samvev, Old Hill, Staffs, Chain Tester Dadley Pet 
Jan8 Ord Jan8 
-, ~ i. Salford, Innkeeper Salford Pet Jan7 


Mu: a, 


Parry, JosepH BEeRNagp, 


Rec, 
Rimanny, WALTER GeorGE, To One Hull, Commission | 


eae Hee, 8, Ki 

eee <> oo pe 
1 vides, 

Werxs, Horace, New Brompton, Kent, Com Factor | | Carpweut. Gzones, N 


Wituans, Jous, A 
at 


34, Fisher st, Car isle 
ank Panny, Hulme, 
er, iture Manufacturers Jan 17 at 2.30 
Byrom +t, Manchester | 


Jani7ati2 Off 


Off 


7. an 17 11.30. Under 


Auc 
Hotel, Bx 


Jan 21 at 3.30 Cy 
BERT, 


Coleman st Jan 22 at | 


Jan 20 at 11,80 16, 


Avaoop, 


st, Rochester 
go Builder Jan as | i | Cane, Warer, Lo 


London Gazeite of Lec 17 : , 
Lawrence Roya, Norwi:h, Fruiter.r Norwich 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 1z 
Gazette.—Turspay, Jan, 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


4g-nt Jan I7 at it House in, 1 = | and Wittam Wanrsvrro trinc 
Rove! Wiutas, Colm worth, eee, N ler and a a Yo yp rg 
anil7at 1130 Off Rec, sridge orth»m| — By 
Guin teas” Gee, gout, oe wy = Doves, | a + ye U 4 eaaed Gios, Grocer Hereford 


8 Railway | Beri, Joux Cowen, cars, Licensed Victualler Carlisle 


Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 


BrepMan. Bows Joun, Bures Hamlet, Essex, Baker | | Buxss, Joserst, Halifax, _ ae Halifax PetJac7 Ord 
Jan7 
wold, Grocer Jan 17 Broox, BurrerwortH, Huddersfield Huddersfield Pet 


Jan8 Ord Jan8& 


Borcues, Grorce J ony, Ramsgate, Draper Canterbury 


Pet Jan li OrdJan ll 


, Photographer Nottiog- 
land, Farmer 


bam PetJanil Ord an li 
Northumber 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 8 


Ord Jan ll 

Houiaxp, euie James, Leicester, Bookbinder Leicester | W1L1ams, oy ¥ Deaxtx, Rhyl, Flint, Builders’ Mer- | ic Wapsworr York, 
J Baan ae 7 Beerh a net ne ee | Bolter’ Clerk Shield Pet Jano 0 On tun 10 
MOKS0N, PETER JOSEPH, eerhouse Keeper ADJUD Cuarrer, HaRry. jan 1 an 
Pe hag ous Birkdale, Lancs, Builder Liverpool seen Hard . isTOHER, wnat "Ora Jun — _ 

VENDER, THOMAS C8, er Liv Avams, Jony Wit.1am, Bournemouth, ware Dealer aD ab 
Ima yo me “Gu ‘aie 1, Grocer Bristol pets , =~ —— Brick Manufac’ ery — Hs ingen 

cH, ALEXANDER — is WwW Elland, Y i nufacturer | ans 

Pet Jané Ord Jan ca = ae 2 6 Ord ang | Cranrrer, ‘om, Manchester, Timber Merchant Manchester 
larmz, Joux, Hazel ‘ein nr Caldbeck, amare Ayxerson, RICHARD, sen, poan, Family | Pet Janii Ord Jan il 

Husbandman Carlisle PetJan$ Ord Jan Butcher i Pet Nov 21 ‘Ont Dec 3 Dosson, FREDERICK, eri- ys » mee Lancs, Saddler 
Manguanpt, A W, Streatham. Commission agus Wands- | Bares, James Gocnsen, Syston, rhe dng Gardener Preston Pet Dec 21 Ord J 

werth Pet Nov18 Ord Jan 8 Leicester Pet Dec 6 Jan7 oo, — Coventry, Tailor Coventry Pet Jan 6 

0: 


Mircnett, Samvuzn Ennest, ~~ Glam, Painter 

- al ey ——s Suffolk, A 
lusx, Gzorncz Frepertc Rorgr, Beyton, Su gent 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Jaa7 Ord Jan7 

Parsons, P W Sr A, Tunbridge Wells High Court Pet 
Decl0 Ord Jan 8 

Pevucnam, Anmiz Mariupa, Roath, Cardiff Cardiff 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 

Racuiys, Banugee, Kingsland 1d, Cabinet Maker High 
Vourt t Dec19 Ord Jans 

Rickarps, Hexay Ja James, Warfield, Berks Windsor Pet 


Jan 4 
no Sete Wroxham, Norfolk, Solicitor Norwich 


ae, os Norman, Richmond Wandsworth Pet Dec 17 


Tayrs at, ~ Joux, Guseeag, Cornwall, Chemical 
Manufacturer ro Pet Jané Ord Jan6é 
Tweepy, Josgern Jony, Davip Francis, and GwENLLIAN 
Jonzs, Swa:sea, Colliery Proprietors Swansea Pet 
Jan8 Ord Jan8 
Trazr, Anrnun, Wellington, Salop, Milkeeller Madeley 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 
Werxs, Horace, New —, Kent, Corn Factor 
Rochester Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 
ss Heyry, Holyhea1 aot Pet Jan 8 Ord 


Wis, Heyry ©, Barres, Builder Wandsworth Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Jan 8 
Wuapox, Joun WALTER, Morecamte. Apetiments BSales- 
ban Preston PetJan7 OriJan 
Wusox, Jory Buc sheffield, Shoeing Smit: Sheffield 
Pet Jan6é Orda Jan6 
Amended notices substitu! ed for those published in 
A the London Gazette of Dec 13: 
ve00p, Lawrence Roya, N rwicd, Frutterer Norwich 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 9 
Pavaitt Tuomas, Holme on 8 oeléing Woor, Yorke, Tai or 
gston upon Holl Pet Dec® Ora Decy 
B FIRST MEBTINGS, 
BAcHER, Sam Ropert, Kiogeton upon Hull, Draper 
3 Jan 17 at12 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 
IsHOP, A, Walthamstow, Builder Jan 21 at 12 Bank- 
BnoktPeY. bldgs, Carey at 
KBANK, cs ll Pendlebury, Lancs, Licensed Victualler 
Os Jan 17 at8 Off Ree, Byrom st. Manchester 
4TrorD, James SroyiE, Hampton Wick, Photographer 
Jan 17 at 11. 80 24, Railway app, London 
ARGINGTON, T B = —— Strand, Brewers’ Valuer 
Jan 24 at'12 Bankru gs, Carey et 
LARKE, SamuRL Jony, oat hae od Trtrorp Parrconarp, 
wilton st, Printers Jan 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
£, WittiAm, Newfound Leicester. eeper 
. Jan 17 at 12.30 Off Rec, heres 
Warps, Epwarp, Harlech 
Wat 11.15 Sporteman Hotel 





Merlonth” Painter Jan 
Portmadoc 


Baxer. Wittiam ALrrep, Brid 
Barnarp, Jonx, Wi 
Burw, Epwaxp Txomas, 
Boman, WILLIAM, Soatens ca 
Buttock Jouy, 
Pet Jan 
CamrorD, JAMES apy pam 7 Lg J ree 
CLEMENTS, i wn ee, Dullder 
Pet Dec6 Ord 
CotuinaE, Joun, High 
Oldham Pet Ji 


Daypett, Wittiam Ricumonp, 
‘armet 


— aad Cream Vendor 
‘oodhouse, Belton, a yo Yorks, 
eld Pet Jan 6 vag 8 Jan 6 
Newport Pet J AF oy 8° 
an an 
Sea, Grocer Chelmsford 


h Pet Jan8 


Farmer 


Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 4 
h, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield 


6 Ord Jan6 


Jan7 
. nmr Oldham, Farmer 


Bottesford, Leicester, 
Pet Jen 7 Ord Jan7 
he: Hunts, Draper 


Gurmayy, yay Graham rd. H Manufacturer’s 

Bigh Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Jan8& 

HALULEWELL, Cuaries Frepeeicx, wi -Te Yorks, 
Corn Miller Gahfax Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 

er Imad Spurstow, Farmer Crewe Pet Dec 18 

‘an 

Haseries, Wiii1a4m, Lianmorlais, Colliery Manager Swan- 
sea PetJané Ord Jané 

Heatey, wn Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Jan 8 


Ord Jan 
Hit, Banc, Old Hill, Staffs, Chain Tester Dudley | 

Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 
eas * mene enmnanine Innkeeper Salford Pet Jan 7 Ord | 


nae King st, | yp 4 Watchmaker | 
h Court Pet Dec 2 Jan8 

Hotitanp, Epwangp James, He oe Journeyman Book- 
binder Leicester Pet Jané Ord Jané 

Jackson, Peres Josepx, Leeds, Beernouse Keeper Leeds 

3 Lita 7 Ord us, Ramagate, ti 

EFFERY, JAMES #RANK rer Canterb 
Pet Dec4 Ord Jan ie 


Forest ee Ste, een. 3 Forge Mer- 
Dee x7 

Liasure, Davin, and P tec ev Liwsvura, White's row, 

Spita ficlds, Boot Maoufacturers High Court Pet 

Decll Ord Jan8 

Lirtie, Jonxn Haz Gill, ne Caldbeck, Cumberland, 
usbandman Uarlisle Pet Jan8 Ord Jan8 

Mircasiy, Samurt Ervest. Skewen, =! anal and | 

ecorator Aberavon Pct tn" Ord J 

am, Baker en Pet 


Nuny, Groner Farprnic Roper, Suffolk, Agent 
Edmunds Jan7 Jan7 

Payne, Wacrer Samver and Henry Barezs, Folrsbill, 
” Coventry Pet Nové Ord Jan8 


Jan8 Ord Jan8 


F Nottiogham 


GoLpiNeG, 





Kimper, ARTHUR Opa, 
chant High Court 


10 

Evans, Joun, & Sons, Landore, nr Swansea, Iron Founders 
swansea Pet Janli Ord Jan ll 

Francis, Jonny Sears, N mpton, Boot Upper Manu- 
.facturer Northampton Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Govan, James Brryarp, Morecambe, Auctioneer 
Pet Novi9 Ord Jan 10 

GREENFIELD, NATHAN, Hackney, Boot Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 10 

Sasmees,, +» Wines, Fuh Dealer Wigan Pet Jan 
10 

Hepiey-BiTTEx, Grorcs, Mark Ip, Coliiery Agent High 
Court 


Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 10 
Hetssy, Erxxest ARTHU , Cycle Dealer 
t Dec Zl Pet Jan 10 
Hooxer, Rosert, Southsea, Cycle Agent Portsmouth 
Jani Ord Jan 
Hupsox, Grorar Coox, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Jan 


- 
= 


ll an 
Gupsox, —— Puurr, Eastbourne Eastbourne Pet Jan 
10 


— , Deyn, Anglesey, Builder Bangor Pet 


J <.. —) Be 1 and E..en Joycz, Cowes, I of W, 
Newport Pet —_ ll Od Janli 


Mepcatr, —_ Ba 
chester Pej Jan10 Ord Jon 10 
ri, Engineer Grienwich 


Moreaw, Jonn Hemvs, Deptfo 
Pet Jan 1@ Ord Jan 10 
Neous, Anraur GEores, Surbiton, Surrey, Schoolmaster 
ton, Surrey PetJan9 Ord Jan¥ 
Reap, WmuraM Henry, Olton, Warwick Manc- 


sturer 


| Reep, WILLIAM ALFaED, Ryde, I of oe Market Gardener 
ewport Pet Janluv Ord Jan t 
Ripiey, Maccotm, South Benw Morthumberiaed, Shoe- 
maker Newcastle on Tyne Jan10 Ord Jan 10 
| Sav sen, Sarees Baker Portsmouth Pet Jan 
1 a 


1 ll 
Stack, Ricuarp Eomuyp, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield 
Pet Jan10 Od Jan 10 
Sorer, Samvet Lityle Alie st, A Tobacco 
Manufacturer High Court PetJan9 Ord Jan9 
une 


Gores, Evita, Pet Jan 9 Ord 

an 

SUTCLIFFE, Joun, Aston Birminghan, Baker Birmingham 

T. wate | ain & st, Dining Room Kezper 

ARRING, 4 
“reallist Oourt "Pet Sa Hatem sol, Bee Cream Deale 
BILE. m r 

Sunderland Pet Oct 29 Ord Jan 10 

| Teray, Arrep Crcrt, Tenterden, Kent, Jeweller Hast- 
ings Pet Jan9 Ora Jan 9 

SoS Cabinet Makers Cardiff Ord 

Teora, Gaauen, Laten, Cycle Sake Luton Pet Ja 
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‘fi Whitaker, ae James Penton, Minehead, Somerset, 
A Chartered Accountant Cardiff Pet Oct 3 Ord Jan 9 | 
' Wruwars, Cuirr, a Upholsterer Canterbury | 
5 Pet Janii Ord Jani 
















FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atrmax, Catmax, Gt Grimsby, Watchmaker Jan 21 ‘at 11 | 
Off Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimaby 

Bamrorp, Apert, Rochdale, ‘Tieenaedl Victua'ler Jan 21 
at 1115 Townhall, Rochdale 

Baryarp, coat Belton, nr Thorne, York, Farmer Jan 23 
at 12 Off Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Beaumont, Cuanries, Oldham, Suet Jan 21 at 11 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldhsm 

Busw, Epwarp THoMas, Shanklin, I of W, Bathing 
Machine a Jan 27at3 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, 
Newport. Iof W 

Broox, BurrzrworTH, Huddersfie'd Jan 22 at 11 Off 
Ree, 19, John William st, Huddersfield 

Byaort, Wirrram Joun, Hartl l, Newsagent Jan 21 at | 
8 Off Rec, 25, Jobnst, Sun erland 

Bywarer, Hexey Tomas. Wolverhampton, Professor of 
Music Jan22atll Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Cann, Water, Longbenton, Northumberland, Farmer 

Jan 21 at 11.30 Off Kec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


CorxisH, Jonx, Watford, Builder Jan 23at3 Off Rec, 
95, Temple ‘chmbrs, Temple av 

Davis, Bessy, Liverpool Piano Dealer Jan 22at2 Off 

Rec, 35. Victoria st, Liverpool 

sae pag Aberaman Glam, Furnisher Jan 22 at 2 

35, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

PE Puritr, Swavsea, Licensed Victualler Jan 21 
ati2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd. Swansea 

Gavwnvet, Louis, Stoke Newington, House Breaker Jan 23 
ati2 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbra, Temple av 

Harper, Wiiusam Heyry, Doncaster, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 2latil Off Rec, Figtree In, sheffield 





































































































































































































































































































































































































Hossos, Hesry, Saiford, Innkeeper Jan 22 at 2.30 Off 
Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 
Houtasp, Epwarp James, —' Journeyman Book- 
binder Jan 21 at 1230 ff Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
t 
Jacxsoy, Peter Joszrn, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper Jan 21 
atil Uff Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Joxzs, Kare, Edgbast m, Birmingham, Restaurant Keeper 
Jap 21 at12 Crypt chmbrs, Kastgate row, Chester 
Jones, Ricnanp, Welsh: o 90l, ge eke | Wool Merchant . 
Jan 22 at 11.39 Oa’ Hotel, Welshpool 
Kest, Hexry, Egham, Surrey, ed Jan 22 at 11.30 
way app, London Brid 
Lzacu, ALExaspER GuNNING, Beet, Grocer Jan 22 at 
1130 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st st, Bristol 
Nozgtox, Cuan.es, Birming! , Baker Jan 23at11 174, 
Corporati ion st, Birmingham 
Paiurs, Georce Wit1iam, bar vt rd, Ruaatg Manager 
Jan 23 at 12 Bankruptcy b Carey st 
a Borsrz1s, Saucer, Camden Tone Watchmaker Jan 27 
: ati1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 
Bow ann, Cuaries Hexry, Swindon, Wilts, Grocer Jan 
@Watil Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 
bad Wroxham, Norfolk, Solicitor Jan 21 at 
Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
aoa y + et, Aldgate, Tobacco Pouch Manufacturer 
Jan 23 at 11 Batkrupcy bldga, Carey st 
Tuoxsox, Matcoirm Epwarpv, Northampton, Surgeon 
Jan 2 at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northam 
Tucker, Georce ARTHUR, Shanklin, I of W, Hardware 
Merchant Jan Zi at 12 Off ion 19, Quay st, New- 
Twice, Evwanrp, Sheffield, Carting Contractor Jan 21 at 
1130 Off Ree, Figtree In. Sheffield 
Watxer, Axx. Bradford, Draper Jan 23 at 11 Off 
31, Mavor row, Bradford 
Ware, Wriurax, Ryde. I of W, Corn ere Jan 21 at 
1115 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I 
Wis0x, Jonx Huon, Sheffield, jee mee cee Smith 
Jan Zi at 12 Off Bec Figtree lo, Sheffield 
Yarra & Gnrovereix, Abereynon, Glam, House Furnishers 
Jan 22 at 12 126, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Amended notice substituted for that or ished in 
the Lonéon Gazette of Jan 1 


























Jexstvos, Freaxcis Wittiam, Diss, ute. Maltster 
Jan 17 at 12 Great White Horse Hotel, Ipswich 


















































Funds exceed .- 



































alterations, to 








Ware, 4 Aas, Bradford, Draper Bradford Pet Jan9 | 
Avery, Epwarp, Dean st, Soho, Bookseller High Court 


| Barner, Gone, Upper Ly Lydbrook, Glos, Groc:r Hereford 


EQUITY AND LAW 


Tire ASSURANOET SOOIBDTD. 
ESTABLISHED 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINOOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Pet Nov9 Ord Jan9 
Batr.ey, Tom, and ios Wituiam Warsvrron, Altrine- 
ham, Painters ter Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 10 


Pet Ji 
| Bett, Joun Cowen, Carlisle, Licensed Victualler Carlisle 
Pet Jan 9 ose 
| Boone, Josern, Halifax, Farmer Halifax PetJan7 Ord 


BisHop, , as RB, a - amas Builder High Court Pet 


Nov2l Ord Jan 11 

Brook, Doveenareanel, Huddersfield Huddersfield Pet 
JanS Ord Jan8 

Burcuer, Grorce =~, Pemnagee, Draper Canterbury 
Pet Janii Ord J; 


CALDWELL, GrorGE, Rotsinghaen, Photographer Notting- 
ham Pet Janil Ord Jau i 

Carz, Wares, Longbenton, Northumberland, Farmer 
Newcistie on Tyne PetJanS Ord Jan 10 

Cawwoop, Heyry Wapsworrs, » Solicitor’s 
Merk Sheffield Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 

Cuarrek, Harey, Leeds Pet ‘fn 10 Ord Jan 10 

CuristoPHeR, TsHomas Wrti1am, Horsham, Sussex, 
Gasfitter Brighton Pet Jan10 Ord Janll 

Gomes es Watford, Build+r St Albans Pet Jan8 


CRABTREE, Sons eaten, Timber Merchant Manchester 
Pet Jani1 Ord Janl 

Dove, Henry CHARLES, Disiieten Builder South- 
ampton Pet Dec 21 Ord Janll 

Dowse, Hensert, Coventry, Tailor Coventry Pet Jané 
Ord Jan 11 

Frayk, Wax, ; -—P ay, Cripplegate High Court Pet 
Nov5 Ord Ji 

Fraser, Joun. tll Batew hill, Merchant High 
Cou't Pet May8 Ord Jan 

Fvee am GH, Broadstairs High “Cou t Pet Nov19 Ord 


Gecntene. Davip Dayiet, Hackney, Trimming Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 10 
GaunpeL, Louis, Stoke peveene, House Breaker 
Edmonton Pet DecS Ord Jan 
Grunpianp, Piza, Camden Town, Tobacconist High Court 
ia Pet Dec 2 — wa? s 
ainsworTH, Epwarp James Storrington, Sussex bh 
Court Pet Nov2t Ord Jan 11 ule 
Mase, Wituam, Wigan, Fish Dealer Wigan Pet 
Jan10 Ord Jan19 
Hooker, Rosert, omen Spee Aquat Portsmouth Pet 
a > Ord ‘ou x - 
oRNE, Gzonce WALTER, saeate, ning Engineer 
High Court Pet Oec9 Ord Jan aces 
Hupsox, Gronce Cook, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Jan 
11 Ord Jan 11 
Joys, Rovert, Reyne, dn lesea, Builder Bangor Pe 
Jan it Ord Jan1 ’ : _ . 
Joycw, CHARLES oo all and Ex.ey Joyce, Green, I of 
= — Rewpert F saa 11 Jan 11 
ENT, ENBY, am, Surrey, Engineer Kio n, 
Surrey Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 8° we ntti 
Mepcatr, Francis, Manchester, Fruit Salesman Man- 
chester Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 
Neovs, ArTuur Grorcz, Surbiton, Serrer, Schoolmaster 
Kin gston, Surrey PetJan9 Ord J 
Price, Cuaries Beyry, + | imenee Baber Birmingham 
Pet Dec19 Ocd Jan 11 
Reep, Wituiam A.rrep, Ryde, i a. A Market Gardener 
Newport Pet Jan10 Ord Jan l 
Ricuagpsos, James Francis, and — Cooxz, Man- 
yy Solicitors Manchester Pet Nov 1 Ord 
an 
Sav py ALBERT. Westen, Baker Portsmouth Pet 
Janil Ora Janil 
Stack, Ricuarp Epuv . Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield 


Pet Jani0 Ord Jani 

— Hastings Pet Jan 9 Ord 
an 

Sw r: aw, © Res ext, Brighton, Coal Merchant Brighton 
r 

Tamay, Auruxo Crcrt, Tenterden, Kent, Jeweller Hastings 


9 Ord 


Witrars, Curr, pemectone Upholster: 
inet dink Geter 


Woopwakp,Jous, Bir ham, Pork B 
saw amie s,Birming n, Pork Butcher Birmingham 





1844, 


£3,600,000. 


—= 
Just published, royal 8vo, price 10s. 6d, 


SIMONSON ON THE RECONSTR{¢. 
TION AND AMALGAMATION oy 


JOINT STOCK ee ae 


oe a Treatise on the Law relating to 
and Amaeeematie of Joint Stock rm 
with Forms and Preceden' 
By zAvL F. SIMONSON, 2s. (Oxon.), of the Ine 
Barrister-at-Law, Author of a“ 
the -1 relating to Debentures and Debenture Stock" 
“ A very large section of Jawyers are interested deeply 
this subject, and all such will find it well worth their a 
to invest in the work under review. e author is a wal. 
known specialist and safe ge on such subjects ag his 
previous works testify. No less than forty forms - eine 
these should prove of great service.”’—Irish Law Ti 


Just published, royal 8vo, price 5s. 


THE COMPANIES ACT, 1900. With 
Commentaries and Forms, Second Ejlition, By 
PAUL F, SIMONSON, M.A. (Oxon,). 

“ We would call attention to the admirable pinion, which 
render reference an easy matter.” —Law 
“ Gives a lucid tion of the various bo of this 


portant measure.””—Morning Post. 
as. ona ——- ant ( aa Mr. Simons» 
made a study of the legal as of company matter, 
and is the p— ~A of the well-known treatise on the lay 
*—Standard. 


relating to debentures,’ 


A TREATISE ON COMPANY LAW 


UNDER THE ACTS 1862-1900. 
By G. F. EMERY, elt. .» 0! the Inner Temple, Barriste. 
at-Law. Price 2 
“ The whole field is Slides law under the Acts 1862-19) 
each particular portion is exhaustivdy 
trea’ 


**Good in every sense of the word is the work unde 
review. The Index of Cases is one of the most perfect we 
remember to have come across.””—Law Notes. 

“ Very rare indeed is it to find a legal handbook whid 
throws so much illumination on the subject it treats.” 

Yorkshire Post, 


MARITIME LAW. Illustrated by the 
Wives - a o ite from and including the agreement 
to build her until she becomes a totul loss, By 
SLBERT SAUNDERS. Price 21s. 

** The 


is well adapted to shew the application of the 

law to facts. Mr. Saunders shews a thorough grap 

of the law and a wide | ated of the practical side of 
8 eee. en wae 

teresting, a readable, and a valuable exposition of 

an important branch of the law, upon which the author msy 

be heartily congratulated.’ aay News. 


EFFINGHAM WILSON, 
11, Royal Exchange, E.C. 
SWEET & MAXWELL, LTD, 
Chancery Lane, W.C. 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, SE, 


NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, 








Treasurer. 


M ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
(Editors of the ‘‘ Law Gia Journal,”’ &c.. gee) 





continue to read 


Students both in Class and Yvataly and through the Post 
for the Solicitors’ and Intermediate 
and for the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter. 


: ory, 4 have the Ly? as ee woome = the 
ibrary a’ Chancery-lane, for study ing the day. 
November Honours, 1900,—The Ist Clements’-inn) asd 
Reardon Prizeman WF A of the Traverr 
Smith Gcholazship was a four monthy’ pupil. 





R.C. SPURLING, M.A., B.C. .L, (Oxford 
First Class Honours, late Scholar of Christ Ch 
Editor of the Eleventh Edition of “ Smith's Common 
Law,” Barrister-at-Law, continues to PREPARE for the 
Bos vand University Law Examinations by Day, Evening, 


— Examina’ 1901.—102 sent up, 85 passed, 4 
obtaining a Second 
ve padees, 11, 8 , 1901.—12 sent up, all pean 
ll, Now-court, Carey-cteees, t, W.C 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
to PREPARE for the SOLICITOR? FINAL aod 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result. 
lars on a seplication, p pers mally or by letter, at %, 

ane, W. 


— 


AW.—Re-engagement Wanted in a Oity 
Office by Pin Middle-aged Cony: 1a orinipal (ast 

solicitor) of considerable experience ; to ase 

to manage; 





( 


drafteman ; salary 
recommended. —Tirin, 762, Romford-road, Manor Park, 






FIDE 





